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lnnouatiue
Tochnical
Solutions,lnG.

February 2,2004

Diane Silva
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Southwest Division
1220 Pacific Highway, Building 127
San Diego, CA 92132

RE: Navy Administrative Record files

Dear Diane,

Enctosed, please find ( ) reports

1. Basewide Env. Baseline Suruey for Engineering Field Activity West - Final
6i3l96, Vol. 1 and 2

2. Draft Final - Basewide Finding of Suitability to Lease (excluding Parcel A),
January 7, 1998 Re c-ou-s *t t t-g

3. Treasure lsland Naval Station/Hunters Point Annex Superfund Site, Parcel Site
Deletion (Parcel A - Deletion Docket & Index) Rs.oc-' Eb r 1 b

4. Public Information Materials from October 23,2003 R"€e,or-t rt \ 7 ry

for inclusion in the Navy Administrative Record for Hunters Point Shipyard. These
original reports were previously housed in the Anna Waden Branch Library (lnfo
Repository) in San Francisco but are not listed on the most recent Admin Record Index.
At the request of the HPS Lead RPM, these reports are being forurarded to you so that
they become part of the Administrative Record. Photocopies of the reports have
already been made by l.T.S.l: personnel and have been replaced in the lR.

lf you have any questions, please contact Arvind Acharya at4151657-0346 or Ronald
Keichline at 61 9/666-1797.

Oq^q--

Debra Moore
Community Relations

/dm

Enclosures

inator

1485 Bayshore Boulevar4 Suite 355
San Francisco, CA 94124-3002

(415)6s74346
fax(415)6574347

www.itsi.com



FACT SHEET

PARTIAL SITE DELETION

TREASURE ISLAND NAVAL STATION/HUNTERS POINT ANNEX SUPERFUND SITE
SAN FRANCISCO" CALIFORNIA

HUNTERS POINT SHIPYARI)
PARCEL A

DELETION DOCKET

A Deletion Docket is a collection of documents containing all the pertinent information
supporting the proposal by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to delete all or part
of a Superfund site frorn the National Priorities List Q.{PL). Under Section 105(a) of the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), as
amended by the Superfund Amendments and ReauthorizationAct (SARA), EPA is required to
establish a list (referred to as the NPL) of priority releases for long-term remedial evaluation and
response. Releases (i.e., Superfund sites) may be deleted or partially deleted from the NPL when
no further response is appropriate. As part of any deletion process, EPA is required to place
copies of information supporfing a proposed deletion in the information repositories, where it
will be available for public review and copying. A deletion docket may include, by reference,
documents frorn the Administrative Record"

A deletion docket must be reasonably available for public review during normal business hours"
It should be treated as a non-circulating reference document, in order to allow the public greater
access to the docket and also to minimize the risk of loss or damage. Individuals may copy any
documents contained in the docket, including documents which may be part of the existing
administrative record, according to the copying procedures at the local repository"

A deletion docket will be maintained at the local repository until further notice. Questions
regarding the maintenance of the deletion docket should be directed to:

Elaine Chan
Administrative Record Coordinator

U"S. Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne Street (SFD-7-B)

San Francisco. CA 94105
(4rs) 744-n8A

Please address questions or comments on this deletion docket to:

Claire Trombadore
Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne Street (SFD-8-2)

San Francisco" CA 94i05
(415) 744-2409 or leave a message at 1-800-231-3075

December 4,1998



INTRODUCTION

PARTIAL SITE DELETION

TREASURE ISLAND NAVAL STATION/TIUNTERS POINT ANNEX SUPERFUND SITE
SAN FRANCISCO. CALIFORNIA

HUNTERS POINT SHIPYARD
PARCEL A

DELETION DOCKET

The Hunters Point Shipyard, Parcel A, Deletion Docket is a collection of documents containing
all the pertinent information supporting the proposal by the U.S. Environmental Protpction
Agency (EPA) to delete from the National Priorities List the Hunters Point Shipyard, Parcel A
portion of the Superfund site.

The index which follows lists the documents in chronological order. Each document has been
assigned a unique number for the Deletion Docket.

This Hunters Point Shipyard, Parcel A, Deletion Docket references documents which have
already been released in the site Administrative Record (AR), maintained by the Navy, at the San
Francisco Public Library (Main Library and the Anna E" Waden Branch Library). For these AR
documents only the title pages, the tables of contents and reference information to locate the
complete documents have been included in this docket. The complete documents may be viewed
at either of the libraries or at the EPA Superfund Records Center in San Francisco.

December 4" 1998



DATE DD# AUTHoR
wliml&

P6ge 1
12/02/98

Treasure lslard X6va[ Station/Hunters pt Anner
San Francisco, Cat i fornia
PARCEL A DETETIOII DOCTET

III CNROIOLOGTCAL (nDER

ADDRESSEE SUEJECI

931.08100 DD1 Tetra Tech, tnc US llvly - t{aval Lead-based psint & soit sanpl,ing, parcet A
Facit i t ies Engineering (q, larrers)
cqrt||snd

93/' , lo/ '15 DDz p R C Envirormntat si te inspection (st),  parcet A, drsft  f inEl,,
llanagemnt, lnc n|ain text, tsbles, t 3 ptates (ptsres 'l-3

n iss ing)

93/10115 DD3 P R c Envirormental Site inspcction (St)r parce! A, draft f inat,
llanagemnt, Itrc appendices A-X (inctudes st rorkptan, parcet A,

odderdul 3, resutts, draft f inal),  r i th 2 ptates

95/07/31 DV US xarry - tlavat Prbtic noticc: pubtic connent invitcd on
feci l i t ies Engineering proposed plan on preferred atternstive for
coflrnand parcet A (mtg 8/22/95r, ilTL fr t Radzevich to c

Tror$adore

95/07/31 DDE US llavy - laaval iltg notice: pLbtic mtg $lzLlgil for connent on
Facit i t ies Engineering proposed pl,an on prefemed atternative for
Connand .parcet A

95/08/00 DDb US llarry - lav5t Fact sheet (diaft finat,): proposed plan, parccl
fac i t i t ies  Eng ineer ing  A
coflnard

95/08/2? DD7 Paul Schitter iltg transcripts3 public mtg, proposed ptan for
l lary Hittabrand, lnc parcel,  A

95/09/20 DIf8 Richard Porett Distr ibution List TL: Rermdiat investigation (Rt), parcet A, draft
. US llatry - )laval finat

Faci t i ti es Engi neeri ng
Comand

9t/O9/22 Db p R C Envirornental US ilavy - ltaval Remediat investigation (RI.), parcet A, draft
l ' lanage[Ent, lnc Faci l i t ies Engineering f inat, r i th 5 ptates & appendices A-!

Co0mand

95/09/22 nDlO P R C Envirormental publ ic sunnary, remedial.  investigation (Rt),
l,tanagement, lnc parcel A, draft finat

95/11/28 DD11 Jutie Anderson Record of decision (ROD;, ps16s1 A, Hith
Envirormental Protection appendix (responsiveness sumary) (0t1, Rgo
A g e n c y - R e g i o n 9  s i g n a t u r e )

96/05/00 DD12 P R C Enviformenral US Navy - fiaval. ,Updsted coflmJnity relations ptan, draft finat,
lranageoent, rnc tacit i t ies Engineering i{ i th appendices A-t

Coflmancl



P.ge 2
12tg2t98

DATE DD #
wl''m/d

Treasure lsland llavat Station/Hulters pt Annex
San Francisco,  Ca( i fornia
PARCET A DELETIOX OOCTET

IX CHROXOLOGICAL ORDER

AODRESSEEAUTHOR
SUBJECT

e6t1zto0 DD.3

98tO3/10 DDi4

98/06/26 DD5

98/06/30 DD6

e8/08/26 DD'7

98/09/24 DD/.$

P R C Envirormentat
I.lanagen€nt, lnc

lntcrnational Tcchnology
Corp

Dan l.lurphy
CA Envirornental
Protection Agency - Dept
of foxic Substances
ControI

Anthony Landis
CA Envirormentat
Protection Agency - Dept
of Toxic Substances
Control

US ilavlt - ltaval
Faci  t  i  t ies Engineer ing
coflnand

US ilarry - l{aval
Faci  t  i t ies Engineer ing
Coanand

Dennis l l ishek
CA Regionat  Hater eual i ty
Controt Eoard - San
Fgancisco 88y Region

i l ichaet  t tcCtet tard
US Navy - llaval
Faci  t  i t ies Engineer ing
Comr|and

e8/10/28 DD'g

98/11/oo Drro

98/11106 D|lj US itavy - Navat
Fac i  I  i t ies  Eng ineer ing
Cofiland

Claire Tronbadore
Envi rormental protection

Agency -  Region 9

Dan Opatski
Envi rormental protection

Agency - Region 9

Anthony Landis
CA Envirormentat
Protect ion Agency -  Dept
of Toxic Substances
Cont ro I

Anthony Lardi s
CA Envirormentat
Protection Agency - Dept
of Toxic Substances
ControI

Dan Opatski  Ltr :
Envirormentat  protect ion i lp l
Agency -  Region 9

Updatcd cmnri ty  re lat ions ptan,  draf t  f  inal ,
r/o apperdices A-t

Supplsnent l t  soi l - teed sanpl , ing,  percel  A,
sumary rpt, Hith appendices A-E

Ltr :  Iot i f icat ion of  petro leun contaminat ion
(outs ide of  DISC oversight  suthor i ty)  at  parcel
A, r/strggested itens for parcet A deed
no t i f i ca t i ons

Ltr :  Cert i f icat ion of  conptet ion of  r .ernedial .
actions st psrcel. A as requifed by ROD of
11/16/95

l l tg minutes (draf t ) :  Restorat ion Advisory Board
(RAB), inctudes discussion of remval of Darcel
A from HPL, r/agerda

Ltr: Reguests DTSC concurrence on decision to
detete parcel  A f fom NpL, r /draf t  not ice of
intent ion for  part iat  deLet ion (NOID)

DTSC concurs on detet ion of  parcel  A f rom

t{ap:  Parcet  A part iat  c tetet ion (GtS) m6p 1s661.
1 :  12000 feet  )

Revised response to EpA, DTSC & SFDPH comnents
on c l raf t  f inding of  sui t6bi t i ty  to t ransfer
(FosT),  parcel  A,  u lTL l r  R pole i l  to
D i s t r i bu t i on  L i s t

Pa r t i a t  i l pL  s i t e  de te t i on ,  da ra  co t t ec t i on  f o rm ,
parcet  A

98/11/12 nf22
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Page 3

1?t02t98
Tfeasure lsland Nav€[ Station/llunters pt Annex

San Francisco, Cati fornia
PARCEL A DELETION DOCKET

IX CHROIIOLOGICAL ORDER

DATE DD # AUTIIOR
Wlriil&

ADDRESSEE

98/11125DD23 ctaire Trorbadore ilemo: Re EpA hesdquarters approvat of no-action
Envirormentat Protection RO as equivstent to close-out rpt for pgrtist
Agency - Region 9 site deletion, parcel A, Hunters point Shipyard
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\arf i ncr2. rpt

lacey



i - - i -  - - .

SFUIID RECORDS CTR'{Ab€r.:;1#}3-i3t.J[[5.ii[.ef s "il:a:sF: -
_ t

^-.
-
- TC 9553-03

LEAD.BASED PAINT AND
SOIL SAMPLING:

PARCEL '|tA'QUARTERS

HUNTERS POINT NAVI\L BASE

Contract No. N6247*9GD- | 400
Delivery Orden 0010

Prepued fon

Western DMsion Naval Facilities Engineering Command
San Bruno, CA

August 1993

Prepued by

Tetra Tech
180 Horard Street, Suite 250
San Francisco, CA 94105

D D 1

TETHA TECI4

lacey

rstevens
_ t

rstevens
i - - i - - - .

rstevens



, j \

r,, /

TABLE OF CONTENTS

PURPOSE AND INTRODUCTION

LOCATION

SAMPUNG METHODS FOR SITE SOILS

3.I SURVEY PROCEDURES FOR THE PORTABLE SPECTRUM XRF MACHINE
3.1.1 Sampling and Measuremenr

3.2 PROCEDURE FOR SOIL SAMPLING
3.3 DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

SAMPLING METHODS FOR PAINTED SURFACE

Page

1.0

2.0

3.0

I

2

5

6
6
7

l l

t 74.0

lacey
, j \ r,, /



Figure I

Figure 2

Table I

Table 2

Table 3

LIST OF FIGURES

Site Vicinity Map

Site Plan

LIST OF TABLES

Propenies Sampled at Hunter's Point ParcelA

Soil Sample Results

Paint Sample Results

Page

3

I

5

9- t0

t 3 - t 4

lacey



I .O PURPOSE AND INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this document is to present the results of a lea&based paint and soil survey for
eight housing units, two community areas, and the warer tank at Hunters Point Naval Shipyard, ParcelA.

The survey was designed according to the guidelines provided by Part ll of the Federol Register, June 2g,

1992, heretfter referred to as the Housing and Urban Development, Notice of Funding Availability

Document (HUD NOFA). Because these quarters are not currently occupied and have not been

occupied for several years, some of the HUD NOFA procedures are not applicable. Nevertheless, this

surve), was designed to follow the referenced guidelines as closely as possible, given the differing site

conditions and management obiectives. Because the housing units and Parcel A arg not likely to be

reoccupied, this survey concentrated on soil surrounding the homes and on exterior painted surfaces.

The principle focus of the soil sampling at these facilities was to identifr soils that o<ceed background

concentrations of lead.

Table I lists the building sampled and Figure I depicts the locations of the buildings and areas

sampled. Appendix A provides drawings of each building and gives sample locations and results.

Appendix B provides photodocumentation of the lead-based paint sample locations.

lacey



2.0 LOCATION

The locations of the units to be tested are shown in Figures I and 2. All of the housing units

were purchased by the NavT about 40 years ago, and have forv, if any, similarities in design. Therefore,

the units are being treated as separate, individual strusnrres, and the results are reported separately for

each of the subject properties. The eight housing units sampled are the same as those units investigated

in the Field Investigation of Strucnrres at Hunter's Point Parcel A fletra Tech, 1993). These buildings

were chosen randomly from 35 housing units on ParcelA, and were approved by WestDiv and Treasure

lsland personnel prior to inspection and sampling. For common area samples, the playground at the

southqrstern corner of Friedel and Jerrold Avenues, and the Public Works Yard at the nonhern corner-

of Coleman and Jerrold Avenues were sampled. The community water tank was also sampled. Fgure

I illustrates the location of the area sampled. Table I gives the address of each unit

lacey
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TABLE I
PROPERTIES SAMPLED AT

HUNTER'S POINT: PARCEL A
JULY 2t, t993

t .

2.

3.

4.

5.

5.

7,

8.
g.

, 1 0 .
i l .
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3.0 SAMPLING METHODS FOR SITE SOILS

3. ' SURYEY PROCEDURES FOR THE PORTAELE SPECTRUM XRF MACH'NE

Tetra Tech used a Sci lec portable spectnrm X-Ray Florescence Spectrophotometer (hereafter
referred to as an XRF) to screen the soil samples at each tocation. The XRF permined the rapid analysis
of soil samples. However, the limitations of the instrument incrude:

the need for repeated calibration because of the differing sample densities of the soil and

the resultant scattering efiects from the surrounding media;

the need for additional time to surve), because of compensation for the diffirsion of

photons by the soil matrtx and variabilit)' in the density of the substrate; and

less accurate results than information produced during sample analysis by atomic

absorption spectrophotometr)r (AAs). (However, the XRF makes possible a

rePresentative survey thatwould be prohibitively o<pensive if the AAS method were used

exclusively.)

?.1.1 Sampling ond A4cosurement

The XRF is a field portabte, energpdispersive spectrometer. lt is hand-held, self-contained, battery

powered, and weighs 8.5 pounds. These characteristics, and the fact that it is hermetically sealed and can

therefore be decontaminated, allow operation directly on-site. X-ray fluorescence is induced by a

low-intensity Cdto', Amtot, or CosT gamma ray source, which is housed with a solid sate detector in the

sampling probe ("scanner'). Operational safety is mainained by a shutter approved by the Nuclear

Regulatory Commission.

t '

Anatpis with the XRF involves placing the scanner in direct contacr with the sampling medium 
O

lacey



and oPening the shutterwith a key. Fluorescent X-ray photons are counted during a user-specified period

of time by a counting circuit and classified into discrete energ), levels by a multichannel analyzer to

produce a sPectrum characteristic of the elements in the sampling medium. Net intensities for each target

element are calculated and converted to concentration values by means of a calibration model. This

model is derived empirically by measuring the net intensities of the brget elements in a set of calibration

standards, and frtting a linear function that relates net intensit)r to concentnrtion by a multiple regression

procedure.

As is the case with all XRF s)rstems, the relationship between net intensity and concentration

varies with the characteristics of the sample matrix. In the case of solid, inhomoteneous particulate

media, such as soils or sludges, the concentration-intensity relationship is particularly influenced by

variability in the grain size distribution, bulk density, and the geomerric relationships berween discrete

grains containing the target element(s) and the detector. Net intensities can be enhanced or absorbed

by cerain non-tartet elements that may be presenl Because data quality can be significantty influenced

by any or all of these, matrix effects must be taken into account in the calibration procedure.

3.2 PROCEDURE FOR SOIL SAMPLING

To conftrm the highest XRF concentration at a s'rte, a soil sample was collected for lab analysis

using Atomic Absorption Spectrophotometr), (EPA Method 7420) for each home or propert)r location.

Procedures are outlines below.

the selected sampling site refleEted the highest lead concentntion by XRF.

a clean trowel was used to collect about ten grams of surhce soil (not greater dran one

inch deep) from the selected site. Soil samples did not include growing yegetation.

a clean pair of disposable lato< gloves was worn by personnel to prevent cross

contamination.

organic matter or a surface mat of decayed grass or leaves was not discarded lead is

iL

b.

C.

d.
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usually adsorbed more strongly on organic matter than inorganic soil. Samples of soil 1
were taken from the surface, no more than one inch deep because lead sourced fro311 !

lead-based paint is deposited on the surf'ace of the soil and is persistent Also, surface

soils are those most likely to be disturbed by future owners and occupants of the

properties.

the soil sample was placed in a clean'Whirl-Pack'plastic bag, which was sealed securely.

the bag was labeled with the location of the sample, and the date the sample was taken.

the sampling trowelwas decontaminated between each sample.

In cases where there was evidence to suggest uniformly high concenrrations of lead in soil and

the obiective was to eyaluate the typical lead ocposure in the area surrounding the properry, a

"representative" composite sample was obtained from four samples taken from the frong side, and rear

of the site. This procedure was used for the water tank Table 2 presents the sample results of soils by

EPA Method 7420 and by XRF. Soil samples anatyzed by EPA Method 7120 were generally duelicates 
I

taken for quality assurance purposes.

e.

f.

8.

8
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TABLE 2

SOIL SAMPLE RESULTS

Building

Number

Sample

Number

XRF Result

PPrn

Sample

Number

EPA Method

7420

Duplicate (ppm)

Quarters

L

tx-002

LX-003

lx-004

LX-005

l'.1/A

230

248

2 1 3

256

Not Taken

N/A

N/A

N/A

t-9002

t-9001

Not Taken

Not Taken

Not Taken

t50

ts0

/ 1

l 0 \

R-103

PX-002

PX-003

PX-005

t54

t90

t65

N/A

P900r

N/A

None Taken

2700

None Taken

Play6round PGX.OOI t70 PG$001 il0

R-95

RX-001

RX-002

RX-003

160

t60

t50

R$001

N/A

N/A

200

Not Taken

Not Taken
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Quaners

B

BX-00r

BX-004

179

197

N/A

89001

Not Taken

210

Public Works Yard PWX-00t t67 P^ /9001 250

Quarters

o

ox-002

ox-003

208

r58

05-001

N/A

e2

Not Taken

Quarters

T

TX-002

TX-003

t82

t52

T900t

N/A

2 t 0

Not Taken

Quaners

I

tx-002

tx-003

t57

t59

N/A

T900 |

Not Taken

t20

Quarters

X

)o(-002

)o(-003

t93

223

N/A

)G001

Not Taken

53

Water Tank N/A Not Taken Composite

Soil Sample

8 t 5
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3.3 D'SCUSs'ON OF RESULT5

Soil analyzed by XRF had a lead concentration range of 154 to 250 ppm, with an average

concentration of 185 ppm and a standard deviation of 32. Confirmation soil samples analyzed by Atomic

Absorption had a range of 53 to 2700, with an average concentration of 388 and a standard deviation of

789. However, with the elimination of Sample # P9001, which appeans to be erroneous (2700 ppm), the

ayerage concentration is reduced to 157.5 widr a standard deviation of 66.

This general range of lead in soil is within generally acceptable levels; however, the highest level

of lead found (8l5 ppm at the water tank) is substantially above the generally acceprable level of lead in

soil. The U.S. EPA and Cal EPA have not set st:rndards for lead in soil. trVhen disposing of soil in

California, 1,000 ppm lead is considered hazardous waste according to California Code of Regulations,

Title27, $66,699. Clean'up levels for lead are generally set belor 500 ppm; acual clearrup levels are

determined by health based risk assessmenrs.

t l

lacey
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TABLE 3
PAINT SAMPLE RESULTS

Building Sample
Number

Layers Color Condition Dust Result

L

L-l 2 Yellow, White Chipped Yes n%

L-2 2 White, Slqy blue Chipped Yes .21%

L-3 2 Beige, White Chipped Yes .zs%

R-t05

I 2 Blue. White Fair Yes t9%

2 I Beige Good Yes .47/.

3 3
Yellow, Green,

Blue Good Yes 38%

1 Dark Beige Fair Yes 1.8%

5 White Good Yes .13%

R-95

> l White Poor Yes L l %

z 2 Yellor, Brown Poor Yes 26%

3 2 Grey, Yellor Poor Yes .36%

1 > l Beige Variable Yes .ts%

B

2 White, Beige Poor Yes .27"/"

2 Yellow Poor Yes .38%

3 Beige Poor Yes 87"

I Grey Poor Yes .23%

o

I 3
White, Berge,

Wh'rte Poor Yes 3. t%

2 1
Wh'rte, Red, Green,

Beige Poor Yes .377"

3 4
Blue, Green, Pinh

Beige Poor Yes . t6%

I I
Beige, Yellow,
Green. Blue Poor Yes 3V/"

5 Yellow Good Yes 1.5%

t3
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o

o

T

White Good No t.2% ,

2 2 White/Beige Good No t0%

3 2+ White Chipped No 25%

I 2 White Chipped No .2 t%

5 2 Beige Good No . 3 t %

X

2 Brown Chipped Yes t5%

2 2 White. Blue Chipped Minor n%

3 2 White, Green Chipped Minor ND

I I Blue Chipped Yes .76"/"

5 I t a n Peeling No .37/"

6 2+ Yellow, Green Chipped Yes .177"

I

I 2+ Wh'rte, Green Chipped Yes .62%
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INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Department of the Navy (Navy), in coopera-

tion with the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency

(EPA), the California Department of Toxic Substances

tontrol, and the California Regional Water Quality
Control Board for the San Francisco Bay Region, is re-

questing public comment on this proposed plan for

Parcel A at Hunters Point Annex, San Francisco, Cali-

fornia. Based on the Draft ParcelA Remedial Investiga-

tion/Feasibility Study Report (ParcelA RI/FS rePort),

<,:rhe Navy,the lead agencyfor cleanup activities at Hunt-

Ers PointAnnex, is proposing that"no action" be taken

at ParcelA.The ParcelA RI/FS rePort was prepared as

a result of three seParate investigations: a preliminary

assessment, a site inspection, and a remediol investi-

gation and a feosibility study under the Navy's fn-

stall ati o n Restorotion P rogram.Th e N avy con d u cted

|the investig3tions to characterize the nature and ex-
Vt"nt of environmental contamination at Parcel'A; the

feasibility study was done to evaluate the best alterna-

tive for addressing this contamination.

This proposed plan provides background information

on Parcel A, discusses the contamination identified,

summarizes the results of the remedial investigation

1nd feasibility study,and describes the Navy's proposed

"no action" alternative.lt also provides information on

public involvement oPPortunities.The proposed plan

does not replace the Parcel A RI/FS repofti it is in-

tended as a comPanion document to the reporcThis

document fulfills the public PafticiPation requirements

of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Com-

pensadon, and LiabilityAct (CERCLA),Section I l7(a)'

which sates that the lead agency must publish a pro-

posed plan outlining the remedial alternative(s) devel-

oped in the RI/FS rePort.

Members of the Bayview Hunters Point community and

other interested Parties are encouraged to comment

on al! alternatives detailed in the ParcelA RIIFS rePort'

including the Navy's proposed "no action" alternative

D D 6

and the documents atthe information repositories listed

on page 6, during the public comment period from

August 7 through September 5, 1995. Following the

public comment period, the Navy will summarize and

respond to comments in a document called a resPon-

siveness summary. Based on the Navy's consideration

of the community's comments, the Navy may change

the preferred alternative or choose another alterna-

tive. A Record of Decisio n (ROD) will be signed to

document the final cleanup selection.

These dxuments will then be mode ovaliloble for public reiew

otthe informstion reposftories listed on poge 6.

The Navy will tonsidei'and respondrle,yqur com-
ments before making the final decision. .'

illlr
i=

i{J , .',,' .j

*Wo* *ot oppeor in bold itolics ore defined in the glossary on page 5 of this proposed plon.
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FACILTTY DESCRIPTION

Hunters PointAnnex is in southeastern San Francisco,
California, next to San Francisco Bay. Hunters Point
Annex consists of approximately 936 acres:493 acres
on land and 443 acres under water. In 1942, during
WorldWar ll,the Navy began using Hunters PointAn-
nex for various shipyard activities including ship build-
ing, repair, and maintenance.AfterWorld War ll, Hunt-
ers Point Annex was used for submarine repair and
testing instead of ship repair services. Beonreen 1976
and l986,the Navy leased most of Hunters PointAn-
nex toTripleA,a privately owned ship repair company.
The Navy began preliminary assessments in 1986 to
investigate the past use and disposal of hazardous ma-
terials at Hunters PointAnnex.Due to its past use,and
its location near an off-site drinking water source, EPA
placed Hunters PointAnnex on the National Priorities
List (NPL) in 1989, making it a Superfund site under
CERCLA. In 199 | , the Department of Defense (DoD)
listed Hunters PointAnnex on the base closure list

BACKGROUND

Under the Navy's Instaltation Restoration Program, in-
vestigations are conducted in three phases: the pre-
liminary assessment, the site inspection, and the reme-
dial investigation.A preliminary assessment is the first
phase of the Installation Restoration Program and in-
volves.collecting and reviewing all background infor-
mation on the site. lf further investigation is required, a
site inspection is conducted to determine the presence
of contamination. lf the full extent of the contamina-
tion cannot be defined during the site inspection, a re-
medial investigation is conducted. During the remedial
investigation phase the nature and extent of the con-
tamination is determined, and potential risks to human
health and the environment are assessed. lf the results
of the remedial investigation indicate that the contami-
nation may adversely affect human health and the envi-
ronmeng a feasibility study is conducted to evaluate
potential remedial alternatives. In the case of ParcelA
at Hunters Point Annex, a feasibility study was con-
ducted for the groundwater underlying ParcelA to iden-
tify, develop, and evaluate appropriate alternatives for
the motor oil detected in groundwater at ParcelA.

ParcelA is one of five geographic parcels at Hunters
Point Annex. lt contains approximately 88 acres ,tl
cover the entire upland area and a portion of the loF
land area of Hunters PointAnnex.The upland area was
used prima rily for residential purposes, while the low-
land area included oftice and commercialbuildings.Nine
sites were identified within ParcelA during the prelimi-
nary assessments,including three upland area sites,two
lowland area sites, and four parcel-wide sites (see Par-
celA Sites Investigated figure).

The three upland area sites are site inspection (Sl) Sl-
| 9, Sl-43, and installation restoration (l R) | R-59 Jerrold
Avenue Investigation (JAl). Sl- l9 consists of two park-
ing medians in front of Building 90l,the Officers' Club.
The parking medians were suspected of being filfed in _
partwith oily material and sandblast gricsl-43 consisr{ }

of the area surrounding former BuilJing 906, the Gar-'" 
'

deningTool House,which was probably used for pesti-
cide preparation and storage. lR-59 JAI is a residential
lot on Jerrold Avenue that was investigated for pesti-
cides and sandblast grit.

The two lowland area sites are Sl-4 | and Sl-77. SIO
consists of Building 8l6,the Naval Radiological DefensE
Laboratory and Building 818, the Chlorinating Plant
The site was investigated as a former storage area for
drums that may have contained hazardous substances.
Sl-77 is a former underground storage tank, $812,
which was located beneath an asphalt parking lot.The
underground storage tank was removed and the site
investigated for petroleum hydrocarbon contamination. -

The four parcel-wide sites within ParcelA are Sl-45,S1-
50, Sl-5l, and lR-59. Sl-45 is the portion of the facility-
wide steam line system that lies within ParcelA.The
steam line system was used to heat buildings and ships
docked at the facility, and was suspected of being used
byTripleA to transport waste oil.The lines in ParcelA
were inspected in order to eliminate the remote pos-
sibility for this former use. Sl-50 is the portion of the
facility-wide storm drain and sanitary sewer systems
that lie within Parcel A. In the past, the systems may
have been used to dispose of hazardous materials. Sl-
5l is the portion of the facility-wide site consisting4(
the areas within ParcelA where electrical equipm!

AUGUST I995 * Words thot oppeor in bold itolics ore defined in the glossory on page 5 of this proposed plon.
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(electrical transformers) containing polychlorinated

fRhenyls may have leaked. lR-59 encompasses the

lroundwater underlying Parcel A.

In l993,the Navy completed the site inspection phase
for Parcel A. Details of the site inspection investiga-
tions and results are contained in the ParcelA Site In-
vestiSation Report, Draft Final, and the Draft ParcelA
RI/FS Reporc Copies of these documents are available
at the i nformation repositories.Table A summarizes the
contaminants discovered during the site inspections and
the results of the risk assessments.

The nenr technique of investigation by occaration was used
at three of the site inspection sites, Sl- 19, Sl-4 | , and Sl-43
and one remedial investigation site, lR-59 JAl.This new

f'nvestigative technique was used to characterize the o<-
tent of contamination and accelerate the site investiga-
tions at ParcelA During the site inspection phase a back-

hoe was used to e>(cz\ate soil suspected of being con-
taminated or visually stained. Soil samples were then col-
lected and analyzed to determine if further characteriza-
tion was necessary.The excatrated soils were disposed of
at appropriate landfill sites, and clean soils werc used to
fillthe occavations.

Evaluation of the data collected during dre site inspec-
tions incfuded bodr a human heolth risk assessment
and a guolitotive ecological riskossessment (conducted
by EPA).The risk ossessrnents indicated that the soils left
in place after investigation by e><cavation at ParcelA do
not pose a significant hazard or threat to human health or
the envircnmentSince contaminated soils were occarated
during site characterization, the Navy determined that
seven of the nine ParcelA sites (Sl- 19, Sl-4l, Sl-43, Sl-45,
Sl-50, Sl-5l, and Sl-77) investigated did not require fur-
ther investigation or remedial action.Therefore, this pro-
posed plan does not address those seven sites.

TABLEA SUMMARY OF SITE INSPECTION RESULTS FOR PARCELA SITES REQUIRING NO
FURTHER INVESTIGATION

7 stte CONTAI.IINANTS DISCOVERED DURING SITE
INSPECTIONS

RISK ASSESSI'IENT RESULTS

st- t9 Semivolotilc orgonic compounds
Pesticides
Polychlorinated biphenyls
Petroleum hydrocarbons
Metals

Soil characterized during the investigation by excavation was
replaced with clean soil. Soils remaining do not pose a drreat
to human health or dre environmenL

Sl.{ I Y olmile orgonic compounds
Semivolatile organic compounds
Petroleum hydrocarbons
Meals

Soil characterized during the investigation by excavation was
replaced with clean soil. Soils remaining do not pose a threat
to human heakh or the environmeng

st-43 Volatile organic compounds
Semivolatile organic compounds
Pesticides
Herbicides
Polychlorinated biphenyls
Petroleum hydrocarbons
Meals

Soil characterized during the investigation by excavation was
replaced with clean soil. Soils remaining do not pose a threat
to human healdr or dre environmeng

st-45 No contamination was found. No threat to human health or the environmenc

st-50 Pesticides
Herbicides

No threat rc human health or dre environment

st-51 No contamination was found. No threat to human health or the environment

st-77

)

Volatile organic compounds
Semivolatile organic compounds
Petroleum hydrocarbons
Meals

No threat to human health or dre environment

L.

* Words thot oppeor in bold itolics ore defined in the glossory on Poge 6 of this proposed plan.
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SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL
TNVESTIGATIONS

A remedial investigation was conducted for sites lR-59

JAI (soil) and lR-59 (goundwoter). Analytical results
of the contaminants discovered duringthe remedial in-
vestigations and the results of the risk assessments are
summarized inTable B and are discussed below.

lR-59 JAI Soil Investigation

During the remedial investigation, the extent of the
contamination at lR-59 JAI was evaluated using a new
field screening test method and investigation by exca-
vation.The field screening test method is a qualitative
method for detecting pesticides (total DDT) in soil.
This test method is used in the field and allows rapid
qualitative screening for total DDT. Soils containing
semivolati le organic compounds, pesticides, petroleum
products such as motor oil,and metals were excavated
to evaluate the extent of contamination.The excavated
soils were disposed of off site at an appropriate landfill.

ihe primary purpose of investigation by excavation at
I R-59 JAI was to characterize pesticides contami nation.
The extent of pesticide contamination was evaluated
using afield screeningtest method.Selected soil samples
were sent to a laboratory for confirmatory analysis.
The results of the field screeriing test method were
found to be more conservative than the laboratory
results; as a result, the Navy excavated more soil than
necessary.The results of the tests also indicate that the
soil left in place after the investigation by excavation
does not pose a threat to human health or the envi-
ronment.

I R-59 Groundwater Investigation

The remediat investigation at lR-59 was condu.."a.!
evaluate Parcel A groundwater contamination.The re-
sults of the investigation showe{ low levels of
semivolatile organic compounds, motor oil,and metals
in the groundwater.A total of six wells were installed
for this investigation. Motor oil was found in two small,
localized areas: the parking lot spring in front of Build-
ing l0 | and in a single well in Jerrold Avenue. Based on
the analytical results,the Navy and the RegionalWater
Quality Control Board for the San Franqisco Bay Re-
gion concluded that the concentration of motor oil
detected in the groundwater within the ParcelA bed-
rock does not requi re fu rther i nvestigati on, remediation,
or monitoring.The levels of semivolatile organic com-
pounds and metals detected were below federal and)
state drinkingwater standards and do not pose a threat 

-

to human health or the environment

ASSESSMENT OF ECOLOGICAL AND
HEALTH RTSKS

In l994,the EPA conducted a qualitative ecological risf
assessment and concluded that due to the limited habi--
tat, scarcity of potential receptors, and low contami-
nant levels, risks to ecological receptors are minimal at
ParcelA.

In l993,the Navy conducted human health risk assess-
ments to examine the potential future risk to publicf-)
health from contamination at the seven ParcelA site- 

'

inspection sites. In 1995, at the request of the regula-
tory agencies, the Navy reexamined the potential fu-
ture risks to public health at the seven site inspection

i

TABLE B SUMMARY OF REMEDTAL TNVEST|GAT|ON RESULTS FOR PARCELA STTES REQU|RTNG
NO FURTHER INVESTIGATION

CONTAMINANTS DISCOVERED DURING
REM EDIAL INYESTIGATIONS

RISK ASSESSMENT RESULTS

Semivolatile organic compounds
Pesticides
Petroleum hydrocarbons
Metals

Soil characterized during the investigation by excavation was replaced
with clean soil. Soils remaining do not pose a threat to human health or
the environment

Semivoladle organic compounds
Petroleum hydrocarbons
Metals

No threat to human health or the environmenl
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sites.ln addition, as part of the remedial investigation,

fisk assessment was conducted for the remedial in-
Vstigation sites.The risk assessments compared con-

taminant levels found at each of the sites during the
site inspection and remedial investigations with sate
and federal health and environmental levels;considered
how the public could be exposed to contamination;
and evaluated whether the site-related contaminants
pose a i{rreat to human health and the environment

The 1995 remedial investigation risk assessment iden-
tified three possible exPosure pathways (that is, ways
the public could be exposed to the contaminants in
the future) that might be subject to cleanup actions
under the Navy's Installation Restoration Program:

Contact with surface soil at ParcelA by
future residents

Ingestion of fruits and vegetables that may
be grown at ParcelA

Use of the aquifer beneath ParcelA for
water supply

Qrn, from Exposure to Surface Soil

During site characterization to determine the extent
of contamination, surface soil was excavated and re-
placed with clean soil atfour of the nine sites (SeeTables
A and B). This eliminated possible exposure to con-

frami nants tho ugh i nhalation (b reathi ng), ingestion (eat-
\rng), and dermal (skin) contact.

Risks from lngestion of Fruits andVegetables

Fruit trees and vegetables grown at ParcelA may ab-
sorb contaminants present in the soil. Since contami-
nated surface and subsurhce soil was replaced with
clean soil, the risk of cancer was reduced to within
EPA's acceptable range of potential risk. The risk as-
sessment found that ingestion of fruits and vegetables
may potentially cause other health effects such as weight
loss. However, a child (0 to 6 years) would have to eat
approximately 30 pounds of fruits and vegetables grown

i.t the site each year for six years before the child's

frf.f, could potentially be adversely affected.

Risks fiom Exposure to Groundwater

The groundwater aquifer beneath ParcelA does not
produce enough water to be a drinking water source
and has not previously been used as a drinking water
source. The only possible routes of exposure to the
groundwater are dermal contact or ingestion of the
water at the spring area near Building l0l.Therefore,
further investigation of this exposure pathway was de-
termined to be unnecessar)r. In addtion, the analytical
results of the remedial investigation indicated that the
concentrations of semivolatile organic compounds,
motor oil, and metals present does not pose a threat
to human health or the environment

DESCRTPTION OF THE "NO ACTION''
PREFERRED ATTERNATIVE

Based on the results of the remedial investigation, the
EPA recommended that a feasibility study war not nec-
essary for sites lR-59 JAI or lR-59 (groundwater).The
recommendation was made because the soils left in
place after investigation by excavation at lR-59JAl pose
no threat to human health and the environment Nev-
ertheless,the Navy conducted afeasibility studyto iden-
tifr, develop, and evaluate appropriate alternatives for
the motor oil detected in groundwater at ParcelAThe
Nayy proposes that"no action" be taken at lR-59.

The results of the remedial investigation at lR-59
showed that the levels of semivolatile organic com-
pounds, motor oil, and metals detected in the ground-
water at ParcelA are below federal and state drinking
water standards and do not pose a threat to human
health or the environmengThe Navy recommends a
"no action" alternative because it is protective of hu-
man health and the environment.

The "no action" alternative would not restrict the use
of, or exposure to, groundwater at ParcelA.Addition-
ally, the Navy would require no monitoring of the
groundwater. No cost is associated with the "no ac-
tion" alternative.

*Words thot appeor in bold itolics are defined in the glossory on poge 6 of this proposed plon.
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GTOSSARY

Exposure Pathway -The way a chemical or
physical agent contacts a living organism.

Feasibility Study - A study to identiff, screen,
and compare alternatives for a site cleanup.

Groundwater -Water present in the spaces
between soilgrains.

Human Health RiskAssessment -An analysis
of the potential negative health effects on humans
caused by hazardous substance releases from a
site.

Installation Restoration (lR) -A designation for
a site that has undergone a preliminary assessment
and site inspection under CERCIA and has been
recommended for remedial investigation.The
designation is based on the detected presence of
hazardous substances and the need to adequately
characterize the substances' nature and extent.

Proposed Plan -A document which reviews the
cleanup alternatives presented in the feasibility
study, sum marizes the recom mended alternative (s),
explains the reasons for recommending them, and
solicits comments from the community.

Qualitative Ecofogicaf RiskAssessment - A
qualitative evaluation performed in an effort to
define the risk posed to ecological receptors or
the environment by the presence or potential
presence and/or use of specific pollutants.

Record of Decision (ROD) -A public document
that selects and explains the cleanup alternative(s)
to be used at a site.The ROD is based on informa-
tion from the remedial investigarion and feasibility
study and public comments and concerns.

Remedial Investigation -An investigation to
identif the types, amounts, and locations of con-
tamination at a site.

RiskAssessment -A scientific procedure that
uses facts and assumptions to estimate the poten-
tial adverse effects on human health and the envi-
ronment.

Semivolatile Organic Compounds - Hydrocar-
bons or volatile organic compounds with low
evaporation rates such as laboratory cleaner
phenol, pesticides, diesel, and motor oil.

Volatile Organic Compounds - carbon contain-
ing chemicals that evaporate easily at room tem-
perature, commonly used in dry cleanint, paint
stripping, metal plating, and machinery degreasing.

." . : .  
. i ' r"" t ;1:. ' . ,  . ; , ' ' . ' ,_ '
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The Navy maintains two information reposi-
tories for Hunters PointAnnex that contain
project documents (including tlre ParcelA Rl/
FS report),hct sheets,and other reference
materials.The Navy encourages you to reviory
these documents to gain a more complete
understanding of thelnvestigations that have
been conductid at ParcetA]

i,i 
"ri"*,f;;",r"" Main l-ibd ".'i'''i

Civic Center
San Francisco, CA 94lAZ ",' : . ,.;,,, ,'i: '1" .
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An;" e. aen ii"nir, Lifrary 
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5075Third Street
San Francisco, CA 94124
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Please call the respective librar:ies for business ,:
hours. 
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N A V Y ' S  D R A F T  F I N A L  P R O P O S E D  P L A N -

FOR MORE TNFORMATION

lf you have any questions about ParcelA at Hunters PointAnnex please contacs
''

DePartrnent of the Naqf
B'g;":J;ffiil;;il\'i'"*

900 Commodorc WaY, Building | 05
San Bruno, Califomia 94066'2402

. 
' 

, " ,, 
Phone (+lgJ'++t**,*nttl.t*'oto . : :.:, i:.,ii :,::  : '  : . '  : :

;..1,." ::,:,;t i.it::i

MAILTNG LIST

it yo, would like to be included on the Navy's mailing list for Hunters PointAnnex, please fill out' detach, and

mail this form to Mr. Michael McClelland at the address below.

NAME:

G ADDRESS:
o

MAILIN

CITY: STATE: -ZlP:

fold here

Mr. Michael McClelland
900 CommodoreWaY, Building 105
San Bruno, California 94066'2402

Mr. Michael McClelland
Parcel A
Department of the Navy
Engineering Field Activity West
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Code 62.3
900 Commodore Way, Building 105
San Bruno, California 94066-2402
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(The meeLr -ng i  was  ca l led  to  o rder  by

L C D R  C h u c k  H e r o n  a t  5 : 3 5  p . m . )

LCDR HERON:  Good even inq .  I 'm LCDR

Chuck Heron f rom EFA West ,  down the road a p iece,

in  San Bruno.

I  would I ike to  welcome you a l l  here.

F i rs t ,  I  rea l ly  apprec iate your  turn ing out ;  and I

would l ike to  take th is  oppor t ,un j . ty  to  s tate the

purpose  o f  t h i s  mee t , i ng , -  and  tha t  i s ,  bas i ca l l y ,

we feel thac it  i-s import,ant, that we get your

inpuc;  because as an impor t ,ant ,  par t  o f  the

dec i s ion -mak ing  p rocess ,  ch i s  mee t ing  has  been  seE

up Eo g ive the communl ty  members an oppor t .un iey to

prov ide both ora l  and wr i t ten comments on t ,he

proposed p lan for  Parcel  A at .  Hunters Point .  Annex.

Pr ior  t ,o  cak ing comment .s ,  w€ wi I I  be

g i v ing  a  b r i e f  ove rv iew  o f  t he  p roposed  p lan  and

answer  and  c la r i f y  ques t i ons  you  may  have  on  the

ove rv iew  o f  Pa rceL  A .

You  noE ice  the re  a re  tab les  i n  t . he
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back to  s ign up,  and chey a lso have speaker

s j -gn-up cards.  There are some handouts and

ref  reshment .s  in  the back.

The rest rooms are out  a  couple of

doors on your  le f t ,  and the waLer  founta in and the

phone is  upsEairs ,  in  case you need to make phone

c a l l s .

Before I  get  in t .o  the agenda,  there

are a couple of  o ther  people I  would l ike to

in t roduce.

F i r s t .  o f  a l l ,  R i cha rd  Powe1 l ,  who  i s

lead RPM at  Hunters Point .  here;  and Bi I l  Radzevich

is  a lso RPM aE HunE,ers Poinc Annex.

From PRC, we have Scot t  Weber ,  Lynne

Haroun,  Diana Auyueng,  and J im Sick les.

F rom BCT,  we  have  M ike  McC le l l and ,

who is  f rom the Navy,  who's  our  env i ronment .a l

coord inat .or ,  and Cla i re  Trombadore and Cyrus

Shabahar j - .  Cy rus  i s  f rom Ca l  EPA,  and  C la i re  i s

f r o m  U . S .  E P A -
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Without .  fur t ,her  ado,  le t  me just  go

int .o  the agenda real  qu ick ly :

Some of you may have picked up the

agenda on the back tab le.  We are in to , 'Welcome

and Int roduct ion ' ,  par t ;  and in  a few minuE.es,  we

wi l - l  move on to  the presentat , ion and d iscuss ion of

the proposed p lan,  which wi l l  be g iven by Richard

P o w e 1 1 .

Then  we  w i l l  have  a  b reak  f rom 6 :50

to  seven  o ' c lock ,  and  tha t , s  an  oppor tun i t y  t o  go

around and mingie again and look at. trhe posters

may have of us, and comeand quesEions that  you

back  a t  seven  o ' c lock  fo r  some pub l i c  commencs ,

and  then  we  w i l l  p lan  on  ad jou rn ing  a round  'B :25 ,

8 : 3 0 - i s h .

Some bas i c  g round  ru les :

We want  t .h is  to  be f  a i r  t ,o  everyone.

As  I  sa id ,  w€  w i l l -  be us ing  Ehe  s ign -up  shee ts  fo r

w i l l  t ake  those  i n  the  o rde rspeake r  ca rds ,  so  we

chaE.  chey  come in ,  and  I  w i l "1  announce  the  pe rson .
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i f  you would then come forward to  the

cenEer microPhone,  s tat re your name and what.

or what communiEy, andorganizat lon You are wj -ch

we wi I I  geE t .hat  on the publ ic  record '

We wi l l  t rY to  keeP our  comments t ro

t .hree or  four  minutes;  but  i f you need to go over

people want. to sPeakchat, i t  depends on how many

t .on ight .

AII comments wil l  be taken down by

t.he court reporter there in f ront of rr l€, and he is

here to make sure t.hat al l  the oral comments are

proper ly  repor ted.

The responses to  these comments may

not  be g iven ton ight ,  but  they wi l l  be par t .  o f  the

record,  and,  t .hey wi l l  be prov ided in  wr i t ing,  and

the responses in  che summary and the record of

dec is ion,  which is  scheduled to  be avai lab le at '

che end of  November of  1995

I t  w r l l  be  i nc luded  i n  t , he  C icY  o f

San Francrsco Main Lrbrary and che Anna Waden
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Those who do not  wrsh to  prov ide ora l

comments, we wel-come your writ t .en comments; and

t.hose forms are 1n t.he back of Ehe room as well

The tocal  number of  wr i t ten comments

and the people thac submit  wr i teen comments,

wi l l  vo ice those toward the end of  Ehe evening

tonight so that the names and the fact that. they

had submit , ted wr i t ten comment ,s  wi l l  be entered

in to  the  pub l i c  reco rd .

Boch ora l  and wr icEen comments wi l l

be a matEer  of  t rhe publ ic  record f rom tonight  on

The  idea  i s  t ha t  we  w i l l  be  tak inq

wr i t t en  comments  un t . i l  t he  5 th  o f  Sep tember ,  so  i f

you do have wr i t . ten comments you don' t  g ive us

t .on ight . ,  the people who do have t .hem, make sure

they  ge t  t hem pos tmarked  by  5  Sep tember .

.  w i t h  t h a t ,  I  w o u l d  l i k e

R icha rd  Powe l l ,  who  i s  ou r  l ead  RPM

to in t , roduce

for  Hunt .ers

MARY HILLABRAND, INC. ( 4 1 5 ) 2 5 5 - 1 9 9 4
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Point ;  and he has an overv iew of  che proposed

Parce l  A  P Ian .

M R .  P O W E L L :  G o o d  e v e n l n q .  I ' d  l i k e

to  welcome you to  t .hrs  Bayview Hunters Point

communi ty  meet ing.

My  name i s  R icha rd  Powe l l .  I 'm a l l

environmentaL engineer, and f work for the Navy.

Tonight 's  meet ing is  be ing sponsored by the Navy

in cooperat ion wi th  the Uni - ted States

Envi ronmentaL Prot .ect ion Agency and the Cal i forn ia

Envi ronment .a l  Procect . ion Agency.

I 've worked for  the Navy for  about  15

years ;  and  a l chough  my  o f f i ce  i s  i n  San  B runo ,

I ' ve  spen t  t he  l as t  t en  yea rs  work ing  on  p ro jec ts

aE  the  Hun te rs  Po in t  Sh ipya rd .  Ac  p resenE,  I 'm  a

member of  a  pro ject  team which is  work ing on che

hazardous waste invest . igat ion and c leanup program

at  the  sh ipya rd .  Thac  p rog ram i s  t he  reason  we ' re

here ton ight .  we want  your  comments and thoughcs

o n  t h e  N a v y ' s  p r o p o s e d  p l a n  t o  f i n i s h  t h e  P a r c e f  A
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invest . igat ion and c leaDUp,  and we have prov ided a

pub l i c  comment  pe r iod  fo l l ow ing ' t . he  b reak .

Success fu l  comp le t i on  w i l l  a1 low  the  C i t y  o f  San

Francisco E,o reuse Parcel  A.

'  fn  or :der  to  s tar t  the d iscuss ion

beLween us,  I 'd  l ike t ,o  present  some background

information on our program and provide some

de ta i l s  on  Parce l  A .

The Navy began i ts  hazardous 'waste

response to publ ic  concern thatprogram rn

f orgot.ten

i r  d i d ,  i t

wastes mi ,ght .  ex is t  on Navy bases;  and

mighc damage public health or damag'e

i f

the envi ronment .  AE.  the Hunters Point  Shipyard,

we began by eryrng to  f ind a l l  the p laces where

these  was tes  m ighc  be  l oca t .ed .  we  d id  ch i s  by

inEerv iewing past  and present  sh ipyard workers,

Iook ing through o ld records,  and checking o ld

pho t .os  .  Some suspecEed  p robLem a reas ,  wh ich

needed  more  scudy ,  were  found .  Th i s  i nc luded  n ine

a r e a s  i n  P a r c e l  A . w i t h  s o m e  h e l p  f r o m  B i I l

lacey



Radzevich,  who is  a lso a member of  the pro jece

team, and th is  aer ia l  photo,  w€ can look at  Parce1

A in  g rea te r  de ta i l .

On the

plant ;  and a lehough

Park is r ight about,

photor 1zou can see t .he PG&E

i t ' s  n o E  s h o w n ,  C a n d l e s t i c k

1 0

h e r e "  ( I n d i c a t i n g ) .  T h e

sh ipya rd  i s  abou t  1 ,000  ac res  i n  s i ze .  Someth ing

you may not  rea l ize is  chat  about  500 acres is  dry

land,  t .he sh ipyard as you see i t  here;  and t .he

other  500 acres is  o f fshore u4derwater .

f ry ing to  s tudy and c lebn the enE. i re

1 ,000  ac res  r - s  ve ry  d i f f i cu l t  and  expens ive .  I n

order t.o make this problem more manageable, the

p ro jec t .  t , eam d i v ided  up  the  1 ,000  ac res  i n t . o

sma l le r  pa rce l s .  we  now work  on  s i x  pa rce l s ,  A

t .hrough F,  as shown on th is  photo.  Parcel  A is

a b o u t  9 0  a c r e s  i n  s i z e . In  the  pas t , ,  Pa rce l  A  has

been used for  housing and I ight  commerc ia l
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Desp ice  i t s  pas t  use  as  res iden t . i a l

and commerc ia l ,  w€ d id f ind n ine areas wi th in

Parce1 A which needed to be checked.  These areas,

which are descr ibed in  det .a i l  in  Ehe proposed

pIan,  are t1p ica1ly  sma1l  vacant  lo t ,s  next  to

bui ld ings or  they are underground uc i l i t . ies,  l ike

sewers ,  t anks  o r  s team l i nes .  The  p ro jec t  Eeam

al-so decided to  check Ehe water  underneath Parcel

A . The chemicals  we looked for  were th ings l ike

the  pes t . i c i de  DDT,  mo to r  o i l  ,  PCB '  s ,  i ndus t r i a l

c lean ing  so lu t i ons ,  copper  and  l ead .

By us ing boch o1d and new sampl i .ng

met .hods,  so i l  and groundwater  in  t ,hese n ine areas

were tested E.o see i f  chemicals  were present .  and,

i f  they were,  how much there was in  each area.

One new sampl ing met .hod t .hat .  t .he pro ject  team used

w a s  c a l l e d  " I n v e s t , i g a t i o n  b y  E x c a v a t i o n . "  T h i s

method inc luded reducing conLaminat ion by d igg ing

out  smal l  amounts of  so i l  a t ,  t .he same crme t .he

t . e s t i n g  s a m p l e s  w e r e  g a t h e r e d .  I t ' s  s o r t  o f  a

o
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c lean -as -you -go  app roach .

Once the pro ject  team had good

informaEion on the amount  and locaEion of  the

chemicals ,  we compared chaE in format ion to  publ j -c

health and environmental standards. The

compar ison,  which is  ca l led a Risk Assessment ,

included looking at Ehe ways a person might be

exposed to conEaminat ion.  At  Parce1 A,  t .he Leam

looked at what might happen if  people touched the

soi l ,  used t .he underground wat .er ,  or  a te garden

produce grown on Parcel  A.  When t ,he Risk

Assessment .  was f in ished,  i t  showed t ,hat  Parcel  A

is  now safe and can.  be reused by che Ci ty .

The pro ject  Eeam looked ac two

alcernat ives for  complet . ing the work in  Parcel  A.

The f i rs t  a l ternaE. ive was no fur t .her  act . ion.  The

second a l ternat , ive was l imi . ted acc ion,  which

inc luded  deed  noc i f i ca t i on  o f  1ow leve l s  o f  mo to r

o i l  i n  t he  underg round  wa te r  and  sea l i ng  o f  t he

wel ls  used dur ing che st .udy

MARY HILLABRAND, INC. ( 4 1 5 )  2 5 5 - ] - 9 9 4
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The Nawy is recommending t.he no

act ion pIan,  because i t  protect .s  human heal th  and

i t  protects  the envi ronment .  However ,  the f ina l

dec is ion on Ehe Parcel  A p lan wi l l  not  be made

unti l  al l  public comments have been received and

rev iewed.  The f ina l  p lan wi l l  be developed by ' the

Nawy in cooperaEion with the Uni.ted States EPA and

t .he Cal i forn ia EPA. A11 Parce1 A pro ject

documents and ot ,her  re ference mater ia ls  are

avai lab le for  your  rev iew at ,  t .he Branch L ibrary at

5075 Thi rd Street  and the Main LJ.brary ac the

C iv i c  Cen t ,e r .

That  f in ishes our  formal

present ,at ion.  I f  I  can c lar i fy  anyth ing t .hat .  I

covered in  my t ,a lk ,  w€ do have some t ime for

quest ions.  I f  you have quest . ions or  comments

wh ich  you  wou ld  l i ke  i n  t he  pub l i c  reco rd  and

answered  i n  the  f i na l  repo r t . ,  p lease  ho ld  them

u n t . i l  a f t e r  t h e  b r e a k . T h e  p r o j e c t  t e a m  w i I I  b e

you dur ing t .he break.ava i l ab le  Eo  speak  to
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On behal - f  o f  the pro ject  team, t .hank

you for  your  in t .erest  in  our  program.

LCDR HERON: Thank you,  Richard.

At .  t ,h is  t ime,  f  wi l l  open up the

f loor  for  any c lar i fy ing quest ions on what  Richard

u/as address ing.  Bear  in  mind t .hat ,  a f ter  the

break,  there wi l l  be a comment .  per iod;  but  th is  is

an oppor tuni ty  for  any quest , ions,  speci f ica l ly  i f

there was something t.haE maybe you did not think

Rj-chard said clearly enough or you did not, cat.ch

somet .h ing;  so we wi l l  open up the f loor  for

ques t i ons .

Please sE.ate your  name.

MR. CHARLES WALKER:  I 'm Char l ie

Walker, a member of t .he RAB Board.

I 'm  vehemen t . I y  opposed  to  ch i s

meeE ing  th i s  a f te rnoon ,  because  the  same peop le

that  are here now wi I I  be at .  t .hac meet ing

tomor row.

Th is  meec j .ng  we  g i ve  o f  ou r  t , ime ,  and

lacey
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t hey  don ' t  pay  us  no  compensa t ion .  you  ge t  pa id ,

the  Navy  ge ts  pa id ,  PRC ge ts  pa id .  peop le  i n  t h i s

commun iEy  don ' t  ge t  a  d ime .  You  a l l  caL led  che

meet ing and don' t  have che common cour tesy co do

it before the RAB Board, before the people in my

community. My organization appointed me to do

other  people in  th is  communi ty  to  be involved.

This  gross ly  af fects  Afr ican-Amer ican people in

th is  communi ty .

BUE what .  I  don ' t  understand is ,  they

look  Co  Espano la ,  chey  l ook  t . o  me ,  bu t .  t hey  a in ,E

going co show up unt . i l  somet .h ing goes haywire.

Ih is  is  tak ing unfa i r  advantage of  us

t ,o  have th is  meet ing.  You d id not  br ing i t  before

t ,he Board;  you were supposed to do i t  last  week,

the last  meet . ing;  but  t .he p lace goE confused so

you ended up noc having a meet ing.  So you aI I

t .urned around and are having a meet . rng today,  a I I

o f  us  unp repared  on  wha t  you ' re  ta l k ing  abou t  .

And  whac  I  don ' t  unders tand  i s  whac

MARY HILLABRAND, INC. ( 4 1 5  )  2 5 5 - 1 9 9 4
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i s  the rush t ,o  do th is  today;

a t .  n ine  o ' c Iock  w i th  the  same

and tomorrow morninq

peop le  i n  ch i s  room

now,  we ' re  go ing  to  be  he re .

Now, i - f  th i -s  is  not  a  par t  o f

tomorrow,  I  mighE be able to  understand i t . .  But

Lhis  is  go ing to  be a large par t  o f  tomorrow.

InsEead of  that ,  instead of  us being able eo

par t ic ipate as members of  t .he Board of  Di recEors

and the way we were promised we would be able t.o

1 n

1 L

d o  f ' m  n o t

o f f i ce r  ove r

communi-t.y or

a i n ' E  g o E  n o

in  the  m i l i t a ry  as  a  m i l i ca ry

me t ,haE d i rect ly  involves our

what  you ' re going to  do and we

say -so .  And  tha t  a in ' t .  t he  way  t . h i s
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was supposed to work,  and f  a in 'E gotr  not .h ing

against .  you because you ' re in  t .he Navy,  but  the

Navy has not seen f i t  t .o see co it  t ,hat, PRC do

Iess  than  22  o f  emp loy ing  ou r  peop le  i n  t h i s

commun i t y .

They  know i t  i s  t he  b igges t .  v i o la to r

o f  a l l ;  t h e y  s t . u d i e d  i t  ;  i t ' s  c h e  w o r s t

1 5
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construct ion company in  the wor ld  is  pRC. I  know

i t ;  t hey  know i t ;  and  f  don ' t  m ind  te l f i ng  them;

and i t 's  not  because chey have a b lack

representat , ive;  t .hey a lways have a b lack

representat ive wich t .hese companies that  they

intend to  dr ive over  the Afr ican-Amer ican people.

And I am saying tonight. that I don, t.

undersEand and you can expla in i t  why you ' re

having th is  meet ing ton ight

The Board of  Di rectors have noE been

appr ised of  i t .  The f i rs t  th ing I  knew about  th is

meet i5rg and I  have been to every meet . ing;  i t  is

not  because f  don ' t  come to t .he meet . i .gr  I  come to

every one of  these meetr ings, .  and we d idn,E know

noth ing about  i t . .

You are having i t  Eonight ,  so we are

going t .o  iE tomorrow,  and

here .  WhaE t s  t he  rush  co

ton igh t  ?

t .he same people are

have  ch i s  mee t inq

I  wou ld  l i ke  fo r you  to  pos tpone  t , h i s

lacey
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meet.ing unti l

oppor tunicy to

the Board of Direct.ors have an

l i s ten  and  l ook  a t  i c  f i r s t

That '  s  what  you appo j -n ted us to  do;  that '  s  whar  we

have given our t ime wiCh no compensation to

represent t.his community. Espanola 'Jackson, w€

goE the man we are paylngf

community.people in our

ot,her people

ta lk ing about

f rom BBI .  These are the

I don't.  know where these

I  don ' t  know wha t  you ' re

ta l k ing

Eh is

come from

they are speaking for .

I  don ' c  know tha t  wha t  you ' re

about that. t .his is a communiEy meet, ing

a in ' t  no  commun i t y  mee t ing I f  you would consul t

wi th  the people chac come to Ehe meet ing a l l  the

c ime and ce} l  us,  then you wi l l  have some people

E h e r e .  W e  c a n  d o  t h i s .

I f  you want .  newspaper  t ime,  i f  you

wanE,

i c  i s

to  do  th i - s  I  c r i ed  to  exp la in  t . o

g o i n g  E . o  t a k e .  Y o u  w o u l d n ' t  l i s t e n

you what

. Now

the  same peop le  a re  he re .  Wha t .  i s  t he  rush  Lo

have  th i s  mee t . i ng ,  LE Commander I  Ehink i t  is
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Lt .  Commander.  What  is  the rush to

meet ing when i t  was supposed to go

have t.hi.s

before the

Board  o f  D i rec to rs  f i r s t?

t o  u s ?

Why are you doing th is

If you do it .  today, you wil l  do i t .

from now on. You wil l  continue t.o f ind ways to

c i rcumvent  the process that  you a l l  seE up.  We

didn ' t .  do i t .  Pres ident .  Cf in ton sa id they needed

communj-ty input and the RAB Board or RestoraLion

Advisory Board.

Now, we pay that ,  man,  BBI ,  to  do the

very Ehing;  and here we are at  a  meet ing t .hat  we

don' t  know noth ing about , .  that  none of  us know

noth ing about .  ch is  meet ing.

And what  about  some advice for  us?

You  a l l  g i ve  me  twen t , y  books ,  "S tudy  th i s ,

Char l i e . "  I  co ld  you  and  I  t . o ld  h im ,  I  t o l_d  the

pub l i c ,  none  o f  us  unders tand  the  l anguage  in

those books,  t .hat  great .  b ig  book,  I  got  one on my

desk .  I  e r i ed  eo  read  E .ha t ,  book  and  f  e I I  as leep

lacey
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af ter  the f i rs t  paragraph,  main ly  not  because i l  m

ignorant ,  I  don 'E understanC what  the words mean.

I have

a l l  t o l d  u s  t h a t  t h e

no one to consul t  wi t .h .  You

with t,hose persons or

EPA was going to supply us

thae person. We have been

with you for Ewo years; they have not, supplied ic

The EPA has spent  more than S2OO, OOO t ry ing to

admin i s t , e r  $50 ,OOo fo r  a  pe rson  to  teach  us  whaE

iE  means .

Now. when are you going to make che

EPA get, E,haC advisor on board? When are we going

to  be  pr ivy  Eo E.he  same t lpe  o f  adv ice  tha t  you

people are privy tro?

We aII want. to know what. somet,hinq

means.  You got  s taf f .  When we want .  Co know whaE.

i t  means and what iC  means  to  peop le  i n  ou r

communiEy, who do we t .urn to?

t  t rust  the Navy.  That .  goesW e  c a n '

w i c h o u t  s a y i n g .  W e  c a n ' t  t r u s t  t . h e  p e o p l e  i n  t h e

Redevelopment .  Agency. T h a t  g o e s  w i t h o u c  s a y i n g .
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And sure ly  the mayor  is  in teresEed when he is

running for  ree lect ion.

So what  i 'm say ing,  when do

break Eo know what  the hel l  is  go ing on,

are. you circumvenE,ing us tonight, having

meet, ing, knowing that i t  is going t,o go

Board of  Di rectors?

we get a

and why

the

before the

And I have not seen it  unti l  toniclht

Why? I want Eo know why are we having this

meeEing? Are we going to  have t .h is  meet . ing

t ,omorrow morning? Is  th is  t ,he same meet ing we' re

going to have tomorrow morning?

LCDR HERON:  No ,  i t  i s  no t .

MR. WALKER: In  oE.her  words,  none of

thi,s is coming up Eomorrow?

LCDR HERON: I  have not .  seen the

agenda. Do you know what t.he agenda f or

tomor row 's  RAB meec ing  i s?

FROM THE FLOOR: The agenda for

t .omor row 's  RAB meet ing  is  t .he  proposed p lan  f  o r

MARY HILLABRAND, INC. ( 4 1 5 ) 2 5 5 - L 9 9 4
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Parce l  A .

MR. WALKER: Are we d iscuss inq Parce1

A tromorrow?

FROM THE FLOOR:  The  R I /FS ,  f €s .

MR. WALKER: To d iscuss i t  Eomorrow,

I 'm  say ing  tha t  t h i s  i s  un fa i r  t o  us  who  g i ve  o f

our t ime; and now you wanE to have a meeEing

behind the communi ty 's  back.

I wil l  do i t  any way you want t,o do

iL,  but  the communi ty  is  us.  We are the

communi ty ,  and t ,he communi ty  looks for  Espanola,

they look aE me and che few of  us that  come to the

mee t ing ,  and  th i s  i s  no t  rep resen ta t i ve  o f  t he

people in  Bayview-HunE.ers Point

This  is  unfa i r  t .o  them, and i t .  is

unfa i r  to  us t .hat  you ' re hav ing th j .s  meet , ing

ton igh t ,  and  te I I  me  t . ha t  you ' re  go ing  to  have  i t

comor row morn ing  a t  n ine  o ' c lock .

M R .  P O W E L L :  W e  s e n t  o v e r  1 , 3 0 0

no t . i ces  to  peop le  r -n  Ehe  commun i t y ,  and  a l l

lacey
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members of the RAB.

MR. WALKER: f .  m not arguing t.hat as

much as I 'm arguing why d id you decide to  have

t ,h is  meet ing ton ight  before i t  went  before che

Board that Ehe President, said t,hat you had to have

a RAB Board?

You a l }  put  that  1aw in  ef fecc.  Why

are we having E.his meet. ing tonight, and it  did not

come be fo re  us  f i r s t?

And che reason you co ld me,  s tanding
.\

in  t .he back,  is  because t .he meet ing was canceled

las t .  mon t ,h ,  because  you  cou ldn , t  gec  a  p lace . to

h a v e  i c .

Now,  i f  we ' re  supposed  Lo  see  iE

f i rs t  and we are on the Board of  Di rect ,ors ,  then

how does i t  f  i rs t  geE t ,o  be t ,omorrow,  and you,  re

having a meet . ing ton ight . ,  and Ehe same th ing

you ' re  go ing  ove r  Con igh t  we ' re  go ing  to  go  ove r

a t .  n ine  o ' c lock  tomor row morn ing ,  and  i f  you

con t i nue  on  th i s  paEh ,  wha t .  d i rec t i on  a re  we  go : .ng

lacey
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on?

i f  y o u ' r e

a l l  f  want

now wi-l I  be

Why do we need a Board of Direct.ors

going to  do th ings l ike that? That  is

Eo know. The same people who are here

here tomorrow morning. The same

people for Mr. l , Iood wil l  be

and i f  you are appeal ing to

here tomorrow morning;

the communiEy,  Ehen

are we having thewhat I want to know is why

meet ing conighcz

You know i t . 's  not  r ight ,  and you know

we were supposed to have th is  meet ing at  th is

meecing aE.  t .he last  meet i rg ,  and aI I  o f  a  sudden,

you  guys  can ' t  wa iC ;  and  i t ' s  no t  due  un t , i l  t he

5t .h  of  next  month.  There was p lenty  of  t ime to

have  th i s  meec inq  a fce r  che  Board  o f  D i rec to rs  see

r t r .

ThaE. ' s  my  po in t ,  and  we  g i ve  ou r  t ime

f r e e . Y o u  g e t  p a i d .  H e  g e t s  p a i d .  H e  g e t s  p a i d .

B lack  peop le  a re  he re .  We goE t .o  come to  a l l  Che

s tup id  meeE. ings ;  and  when  we  g rve  o f  ou rse l ves ,

lacey
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you do

point

someth ing  l i ke  ch i s .

.  Th i s  i s  un fa i r ;  t haE 's  my  who le

And  wha t  I  wan t  t o  ce l l  you ,  i f  we , re

going t .o  have any of  th is  meet ing tomorrow,  then

let 's  not  have i t .  unt i l  t .omorrow.

Why would you submit us to t.his type

of undue madness? We're going tro have t.his

meet ing Eomorrow morning at .  n ine o,c lock.  Why are

ure here now? Whac is i t  thac you wanE. to do

conight EhaE we won't be doing tomorroh, morning?

That 's  my quest . ion.  And what  can we do about .  i t?

This  is  t .he same meet ing we' re hav ing

aE.  n ine o 'c lock in  che mornj .ng,  and chese are t .he

same people that .  are supposed to be there,  the

same representat ives of  che communi t .y .  But  the

communi t .y  e lected to  have cerEain ones of  us on

Ehe  Board ,  bu t  we  don ' t  have  no  say -so ,  because

you wanc to  do i t .  now before r t  comes to the

B o a r d .

T h i s  i s  w h a t ' s  w r o n g  w i t . h  i E ,

lacey
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L ieu tenan t .

LCDR HERON: I understand your

comments,  Char l ie .  RAB wi l l  have an oppor tuni ty

to make commenEs from here unt. i I  the 5th of

September, from here on.

MR.  9 {ALKER:  I f  Eha t ' s  t he  case ,  why

are you having it now?

LCDR HERON: This is t,he t ime to kick

i r  o f  f  .  I t ,  w i l l  be open unt . i l  t ,he 5t .h  of

September when you g ive ora l  or  wr i tEen comments.

MR. WALKER: But we do the same t.hing

tomorrow; we do the same Chi.ng Eomorrow morning at

n ine  o ' c lock  you  a re  t . a l k ing  abou t .  None  o f  us

are prepared th is  evening.  None of  us knew a l ]  o f

t ,h is  was going to  do on.

None  o f  us  a re  t , echn ica l l y  qua l i f i ed

t .o  undersE.and what  is  in  the book.  None of  us

underst .and on the Board whac t ,hese char ts  mean,

a n d  w e  t o l d  y o u  a l l  t h a c  a b o u t .  5 , 0 0 0  E . i m e s .  w e

need somebody on board Eo help us.

MARY HILLABRAND, INC. ( 4 1 5 )  2 5 5 - L 9 9 4 z >
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i t  t o  u s

have  i t .

he lp us

You have sworn you're going t,o give

.  I t .  has been two years, .  we st . i l l  don ' t ,

You mean chat  you can ' t  f ind nobody to

in  two years?

MR" POWEIJL: Can I try Eo respond?

I  rea l ize that  t .h is  meet inq is

out of order, based on the fact that.somewhat

we're going to have Ehe RAB meet. ing tomorrow.

When the last, RAB meeting got canceled because we

cou ldn 'E  geL  i n  th i s  room,  iE  upse t  t he  sequence

thac hre had sec up E,o have a RAB meeting, public

meet i .ng,  in  the eveni -ng Eo t ry  to  get  the fo lks

who can 'E come Eo che RAB meet ing in  the morning,

to  g ive them a chance to come out  in  t .he evening.

MR. WALKER: Okay,  so your

sequence what .  you ' re Eel l ing me is  your

sequence wenE ouE,  so to  hel l  w i t .h  t .he communi t .y .

MR.  POWELL:  Th i s  mee t inq  had  t . o  be

seE up about  a mont ,h ago in  order  t .o  get  the

noE ices  i n  t he  newspaper ,  ge t  t he  p lan  ma i l ed  ou t

MARY HILLABRAND, INC. ( 4 1 5 )  2 5 5 - l - 9 9 4
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t o  t he  1 ,300  peop le  tha t ,  we  ma i l ed  i t  t o ;  and  so

once we had i t  set  up,  we were pret ty  much locked

in to  ton ight

I f  you ' re hav ing crouble wi th  the

technica l  adequacy of  t .hese documenE,s,  I  know I 'm

from the Navy,  you d.on ' t  t rust  me;  but  i f  you wi l l

take my name and phone number, I will be happy eo

calk  to  you anyt ime,  come out ,  s i t  w iCh you,  and

go through these documents and t ry  to 'he lp your

undersEanding of  what  we are proposing.

MR. WALKER: Okay,  I '1-1 come Lo geE

r t r .

ThaL ' s  no t  my  po in t ,  s i r .  We  have

been ask ing for  someone l ike you for  t .he last  18

mont .hs.  Now you come and teI I  me you ' re wi l l ing

to do iE,  but .  i t  chrows your  sequence out .  I  am

saying t ,hat  Ehis  mess is  supposed to go before the

Board  o f  D i recEors  be f  o re  i t .  makes  i t  t . o  he re .

Now, you know and he know and I know,

why  a re  you  do ing  iE ,  l i ke  th i s?  I  wan t  t o  know

2'7
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wha t  i s  t he  rush  Eo  do  i c  l i ke  th i s?

MR. POWELL:  I  th ink the rush is

based on E.he fact  that  i f  we can complet .e  th is

process that we .have underway, to do t,he

i -nvest igat ion,  wr i te  the repor ts ,  have meet ings

wiEh Ehe communiEy,  Ehis  parcel  wi l l  be ready for

t ransfer  to  the CiEy in  very shor t  order

We want co make sure t,hat. parcels are

t ransf  er red as quick ly  as we can g:et .  Ehem done.

The community needs 90 acres of the

bui ldable land,  ds f  understand iE;  and we are

pushing I  admi t  that  we are pushing but

pushing at  ch is  po inE gecs chat  parcel  cransferred

t .o  Ehe  C i t y  so  they  can  rmp lemen t  a  p lan .

And when I offered you my name and

phone  number ,  I  am se r ious .  Ca I I  me .

MR.  WALKER:  Okay ,  t ha t  i s

unders tandab le .

B u t  w h a t  I ' m  s a y i n g  t o  y o u  i s ,  y o u

a r e  a l l  i n  a  r u s h  t o  c r a n s f e r  t . h i s  E o  t h e  C i E v .  W e

o



2

3

4

5

6

7

I

9

1 0

1 1

L 2

L 4

1 5

1 5

l 7

1 8

1 9

2 0

have been arguing wiCh the Navy on the RAB Board

how a re ' you  go ing  to . i nvo l ve  peop le  i n  t h i s

community t,o be able to economj-calIy be involved

in that  land d isposi t ion and everyth i -ng.

You a l l  won'L come t .o  t .hat  agreemenE

wi th us.  Every t ime you a l l  want  to  do someEhing,

you do it .  in t,he name of expedience. I am saying

there is no reason tonight. to have t,his meeting

t ,hat  we' re going Eo have Eomorrow morning ac n ine

o ' c lock , '  and  s ince  you  cou ldn ' t ,  ge t  i n  he re  l as t

month,  what  was t .he necessi ty  t .o  put  th is  meet ing

before the RAB Board,  when i t  is  supposed t .o  be

the opposice?

The horse goes before the car t ,  and

you are admicc ing now that  you were supposed to do

tha t ,  bu t  i n  t . he  name o f  exped ience ,  you  don ' t

wan t  t o  do  i t .

MR.  POWELL:  f  wou ldn ' t  say

"exped ience .  "  I  wou ld  say  the  Navy  ve ry  much

want ,s  to  t ransfer  some developable land to  che

2 9MARY HILI,ABRAND, INC. ( 4 1 - 5 ) 2 5 5 - r 9 9 4
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C i t y  o f  San  F ranc l sco . Parce l  A ,  wh ich  we ' re

discuss ing ton ighc and we had hoped to d iscuss

wi th the RAB a month d9o,  and you wi l l  be able to

d iscuss in  the morning,

only a couple of mont.hs

hazardous waste problem

we a re  r i gh t ,  t he re .  I t ' s

away that. we wil l  have the

reso lved .

is  some otherNow, there

admin is t , ra t ive s t .u f f  ;  but th is  parcel  is  a lmosE

avai lab le to  t .he Ci t .y  and the communiEy.

MR. WALKER: But the RAB Board of

D i rec lo rs ,  s i r ,  was  supposed  to  be  ab le  to  ta l k  t o

the Navy and ics representat ives co be able Eo

ef fect .  some meaningfu l  economic development  f rom

people in  th is  communi ty .  But  the Navy has

elected Co say,  ' rwe are not  go ing Co deal  wi th  you

a l l  i n  t he  commun i t y .  " The Navy has told t.he

people out here to go t.o undue expense and go to

the CAC Board;  and afCer  approv ing t .hese lands for

people in  Ehe communi ty ,  the Navy turned around

and  sa id ,  "We ' re  no t ,  go ing  to  g i ve  i t  t . o  you ;  we

lacey
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have changed our mind. "

Af ter  the l i t t le  money thac people in

th is  communi ty  have,  they spent .  to  get  accountant ,s

Eo develop the i r  brochures to  del iver  to  Lhe CAC,

now you a l l  want  t .o  rush to  do th is  when Afr ican-

Amer ican people here are not  inc luded.

You are not. going Eo give us 11 acres

o r  20  ac res  o r  90  ac res .  We don ' t  have  tha t

money. The only t.hing we can do is get some

I i t t l e  pa rce l .  They  don ' t  even  wan t  t o  do  i t .  f o r

us.  This  is  why they want  t .o  have th is  meeE. ing

for  ton ight ,  because I  have been stuck in  the mud

in how co get. some of our people involved in a

meaningfu l  way,  Eo be able t .o  make some money f rom

t,hat ,  sh ipyard:  My fat .her  was k i l led in  that

sh ipyard.  Ot .her  people

h i I I  a re  dy ing  f rom the

I ' m  s a y i n g

i t .  for  you aI I  to have

here and people on E.h is

e f f e c t s  o f  t h a t  y a r d .

to  you now,  what .  good is

us, and you wanE, t.o

c i r cumvenc  us?  Thac is  wrong,  because you knew

lacey
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t ha t  we  d id  i t  f o r  f ree .  We d idn ' t  ge t  pa id  a

dime.  You guys are getL ing paid to  do th is ,  but

you cannot use our t ime and then go around us

af  t .er  the Pres ident  sa id you had to have us.

What  is  the necessi ty? We're going

to do it  tomorrow morning. Are you going co be

here tomorrow morninq?

LCDR HERON: I 'm noE going t .o  be here

comorrow morning.  There wiL l  be representat ives

here from the Navy,'  and in the incerest. of t irne

MR- WALKER: I  wi l l  not .  a t tend E.h is

meeti-ng tonight. in protest over the fact. t .hat. you

al l  are E.ak ing advantage,  and I  wi l l  make a note

to our  fu ture mayor  of  San Francisco chac you are

having t ,h is  meeLing conight  exc luding t .he RAB

Board that  you people set  up.  And I  am saying to

you  tha t  t h i s  i s  no  way  Eo  E reaE.  peop le  i n  t h i s

commun i t y .

And f  don 'E know how smug You guYS

fee l  abouc  i t ,  o r  how condescend ing  you  l ook  a t

MARY HILLABRAND, INC. ( 4 1 5 ) 2 5 5 - t 9 9 4 3 2
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iE,  or  how argumentat , ive I  may appear ,  but  th is  is

not  r ight .  I t  is  not  r ight  to  
'have 

th is  before we

have the meeLing tomorrow. Everyone in this room

knows  i t ,  i nc lud ing  Mr .  McC le l l and .  He  knows  i t ,

and you know i t .

So  I 'm  say ing  Eh is  i s  w rong .  why

can't we do it  tomorrow and post,pone t,his meeting?

Why waste our E,ime? f am not going to at.tend that

meeEi .g;  however ,  I  w i l l  come tomorrow and voice

my feel ings on Ehe Board of  Di recEors that .  you a l l

are doing th is  to  us and you know t .hat .  th is  is  not

the way. i t  is  supposed to be done,  and you have

admit ted th is  is  not ,  the way ic  is  supposed t .o  be

done.  So why are you doing i t .?

LCDR HERON:  A l l  r i gh t ,  Char l i e ,

thank you.

Are there any others that  have

ques t i ons  on  R icha rd ' s  p resen t ,a t . i on?  I f  noE ,  w€

w i l l  t ake  a  lO -m inu t ,e  b reak  and  move  in t .o  t . he

pub l i c  commenc  pe r iod .
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I  acra in would l i -ke to remind  you ,  i f

to make a

back about.

you have not  f i l led a card or  want

comment ,  p lease  do  so .

7 : 2 0 .

We w i l l  be

(Shor t  recess  taken .  )

LCDR HERON: Responses Eo comments

wi l l  not  be given ch is  evening.  They wi l l  be

provided in writ ing in the Responsiveness Summary

wi th the Record of  Decis ion,  which is  scheduled co

be avai lab le on November 30,  l -995 and wi l l  be

inc luded in  the Ci t .y  o f  San Francisco Main L ibrary

and Anna Waden Branch L ibrary.

Those who don'E,  wish co prov ide ora l

commenEs may prov ide wr i t ten comments.  Forms are

ava i l ab le  i n  back  o f  che  room.

Ihe to ta l  number of  wr i t ten comments

w i l l  be  coun ted ,  and  the  names  o f  t hose  submi t t i ng

comment , s  w i l l  be  read  a loud  fo r  t he  pub l i c  reco rd .

I  wou id  l i ke  Eo  s ta r t  t he  second  DarC

o f  t he  mee t ing .  You  have  hea rd  R icha rd ' s  ove rv iew

lacey
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of  the proposed Parce1 A.

move t.o the comments part,

According to what, I  have

f would l ike now t,o

of  Fhe meet . ing.

been handed, f only have

one person who f i1 led out  a

I t ' s  Chr i s t i ne  Sh i r l ey  f rom

s t i l 1  he re?

card, '  is  t rhat  correct?

I ' m  C h r i s t i n e

ARC Ecology.  Is  she

MS . CHRISTINE S}IIRLEY:

Sh i r ley ,  represent ing  ARC Eco logy .

We have read the  RI /FS,  and I  have

few commenLs that  f  would l ike to  put .  on the

record t.onight

The f irst, one is, given t,he somewhat

acc iden t .a l  d i scove ry  o f  t he  IR -59  JA I  s i t e ,  t he re

: r .  
a  few st .acemenE.s in  t .he IR/FS that  g ive us

some conce rn ,  I i ke  "numerous  sma l l ,  a r t i f i ca l  s i l t

i s  p resen t  on  the  s i t e  as  a  resu l t .  o f  f i I l i ng ,

pas t  consEruc t i on ,  underg round  u t i l i t y

i ns ta l l ac ion ,  and  poss ib l y  f  i l l i ng  rav i ' nes  and

swa les .  "  And  t . he  s ta temen t  " re la t , i ve l y  sma l l  and

unmapped  s i l t  depos iEs "  i s  t . he  ph rase .
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Those g ive us some concerns,  because

we wonder  what  the l ike l ihood is  that .  those

unmapped  s i l t  depos i t s  a re ,  i n  f ac t ,  con tamina ted .

And I  would l ike eo see th is  addressed somewhere

i n  t h e  R I / F S .

The second comment is thac this

involves the Work PIan Addendum that is presented

in Appendix K, and t.his addendum was prepared t.o

address Agency and RedevelopmenE Agency concerns

about  VOC's in  the groundwater  around the former

underground sEorage cank ac SA-12

Accord ing Eo th is  addendum, four

groundwat .er  samples were to  be taken on each s ide

o f  Ehe  p i t ,  some d i s tance  f rom t ,he  p i t . ,  Eo

det ,ermine the extenE of  groundwater ,  poss ib le

groundwat .er  contaminaE ion .

I n  f acC,  on l y  one  g roundwaEer  samp le

was  co l l ec ted .  The  th ree  o t .he r  bo r ings  were  d ry .

And I  have a f  ew quest ions about  t .hat  sample.

F i r s c ,  I  w o u l d  l i k e  t o  k n o w  w h e r e  r t o

MARY HILLABRAND, INC. ( 4 1 5 )  2 5 5 - L 9 9 4
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is .  I t  was  no t  i n  t he  R I /FS  where  tha t

groundwater was drawn from, which of the four

bor ings i t  was taken f rom, so I  would l ike to  have

tha t  add ressed .

\nd f 'm wondering if  t ,he sampling

locat ion that  actual ly  had water  in  i t  sat i .s f ied

the San Francisco Redevelopment  Agency 's  concern

abouE groundwaEer contaminat ion west  o f  the s i t .e .

They were qui te  speci f ic  about  want ing to

understand that  t ,here is  che p lume t ravel ing to

the west , ;  and s ince I  don ' t know whefe the sample

t.hat concern waswas  taken ,  I  ' don ' t  know i f

add ressed .

And then,  based on th is  one sample,

one groundwat .er  sample,  the RI /FS concludes that

no substant ia l  groundwaeer cont ,aminat ion was found

a t  t ha t .  t ank  s i t e .

And I  would need some help

underst .anding how thae one sample proves that

there is  no groundwacer  cont .aminat . ion as a resulc

lacey
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of  E.hat  underground storage ' tank,  former tank,

that has been removed

That  cakes care of  that  smal l

problem.

The RI /FS a lso does not  address

adequat .e ly  the uncer ta incy associated wi th  the

conclus ions presented in  the RI /FS.  I  would l ike

Eo see a l i t t le  d iscuss ion about  how adequate the

sampl ing program htas s t ,a t is t . ica l ly  to  answer Ehe

quest ions that  the RI /FS is  supposed t .o  answer,

which is  to  descr ibe the cont .aminaEion at  t .he

P a r c e 1  A  s i t e  -

So  I  wou ld  l i ke  a  l i t t , l e  d i scuss ion

about .  the uncer t ,a incy associated wi t ,h t.he sampling

the  R iskand t ,he sampl ing methodology and aLso

AssessmenE. par t .  o f  the RI /FS

A n d  t h e  f o u r t h  i s s u e  i s ,  t h e  R I / F S

d i d  a

t h e  e x t e n c  o f  L h e

exp la in ing  to  me ,  anyway ,  whaE

mocor  o i I  con tamina t . i on  i s  a I i

ove r  t . he  Parce l  A  s i ce ;  and  f  wou ld  l i ke  to  see  a

lacey
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tha t  l ead

.Ewo  s i t es

see  these

summary in  the RI /FS thac addresses speci f ica l ly

motor  o i l contaminaEi-on on Parcel  A.

And t .hen,  f ina l Iy ,  my f i f t .h  po int  is

.contaminat ion appears to  be a problem at

S I - 4 3  a n d  S I - 4 1 .  A n d  f  w o u l d  l i k e  t o

areas addressed in  the RI /FS,  and I

l - 5

by

would l ike to know what action Ehe Nawy intends to

t ,ake on those a l leged contaminated s i tes.

I  understand that  the InvesLigat ion

l n

Excavat ion covered these areas wi th  so i l ,  but

mos t  cases  on l y  a  coup le  o f  f ee t  o f  c l ean  so i l

put  over  these contaminated areas.  And we are

concerned t .hat ,  
" :  

t .he s i te  is  developed and

graded and rearranged t .o  put  bu i ld ings on iE,  E.hat .

Ehese areas wi l l  be exposed co t .he a i r ,  exposure

wich ch i ldren and gardens and t .hat .  sor t  o f  th ing.

They won' t  remain covered forever ,  t .hat  is  t .he

p o i n t .

Thank  you .

LCDR HERON: Thank you.

lacey
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Are you going t.o submit any notes?

M S .  S H I R L E Y :  Y e s ,  w e ' r e  g o i n g  t o

submit  wr i t ten comments.  f  lust  wanted Lo

summar ize the main poincs ton ight . .

LCDR HERON: Thanks very much. We

apprec iate your  concern.

f  don ' t  have anyone e1se,  r ro  other

s ign-up cards for  publ ic  comment .  fs  there

anybody e lse who would l ike to  make a publ ic

comment? You don' t  have to  f i l l  out  a  card;  you

can come up here at  ch is  po int

I  would l ike t .o  remind whoever  is

s t , i } l  here that ,  the wr i t ten comment  is  up unt i l

the 5t .h  of  Sept .ember,  and we wi I I  be look ing for

those comments t ro  incorporate and address those

when we get  t .hem.

I  a m  a  l r t c l e  b i c  a t  a  l o s s  h e r e ,

b e c a u s e  w e ' r e  f i n i s h i n g  v e r y  e a r l y .

FROM THE FLOOR: Did somebody answer

he r  ques t i ons?

MARY HILLABRAND, INC. ( 4 1 5 ) 2 5 5 - L 9 9 4
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LCDR HERON: r^i"

on the record.  We wi l l  have

w i } l  ge t  back  to  he r

some of  that

in format ion avai lab le to  us ton iqht l F  F L - F
A L  L I T A  L

W e  w i l lpo int ,  f  move Eo adjourn the meet . ing.

s t i ck  a round  fo r  a  l i t t 1e  wh i Ie .

FROM THE FLOOR: Excuse me, do you

have some written comments? f woul-d l ike to read

E.hem i-nto the record.

LCDR HERON:  f  sEand cor rec ted .

AfEer  I  read the wr i tcen comments,  then we can

meve to adjourn.

As I understand, we got t.wo writE.en

comments submit ted.  one is  f rom Joyce F.  Jones

from PaLou Avenue,  and che commenE goes:

" Is  chere any way t .o  speed up the

process?

t i m e  i s ' o f

So many issues are to  be resolved,  and

t . h e  e s s e n c e .  W h e n ? ? ? "

Thank  you  fo r  you r  comments .  we  w i l l

ge t  back  to

to speed up

you on that ,  and we do look for  ways

the  p rocess .  Bu t  we  w i l l  g i ve  you  a

lacey
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be t te r  ansv re r  t han  i us t  t haE .

Ihe second comment is a fax from the

CaI i - forn ia Reqional

f rom R icha rd  H ie t t .

Water  Qual iLy Cont , ro l  Board

ahead and read i t ,

r eco rd  as  weL l .

I t  i s  ra the r  I ong .  I  w i I I  go

and we wi l l  submi t  i t  to  the

I t  is  f rom the Cal i forn ia Regional

Water  Qual i ty  Contro l  Board v ia fax, and t .he

Plan  Hunt .e rssubject  is  to  the Draf t  Proposed

Point  Annex.

"Dear  Mr .  Shabahar i :

"RegionaL Board s taf f  have rev iewed

t,he aforement. ioned proposed plan and have

t ,he fo l lowing comment .s :

"As descr ibed in  the summary of

p roposed  a lEe rna t . i ves ,  iE  i s  unc lea r  i f

mon i to r i ng  we I l s  w i l l  be  abandoned  (c losed )

in  bo t .h  a l t e rna t i ves  o r  on l y  i n  a l t e rna t . r ve

2 .  B o c h  a l t e r n a t i v e s  s h o u l d  p r o p e r l y

enc lose  a l l  mon i t . o r i ng  we l I s  Eha t .  w i l l  no t
o

lacey
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be in  serv ice.  FurEher  c lar i - f  icat . ion is

requi red.  The cost ,s  associat ,ed wi th  wel l

c los i .ng are nominal  in  compar ison to  che

overa l l  pro ject  and should not  be t .he

reason for  a l ternat . ive se lect i -on.

Therefore,  Ehe d i f ference in  these

'a l ternat . ives '  appears to  be the deed

not  i f  icaEi -on .

"Board s taf f  have prev ious ly

d iscussed proper ty  t ransfer  concerns and

deed not i f icat ion resui rement .s  for  the

res idual  mocor  o i l  po l lu t ion in  groundwater

w i th  Nar ry  s ta f f  and  Che i r  consu l tan ts .

Board s taf  f  concur  t ,hat ,  based on the level

of  e f forc  expended in  t .hese invest igat , ions

and che type of  po l lu tants  found,  the

concenLra t i ons  o f  rnoCor  o i I  de t .ec ted  i n

groundwac.er  wich in the Parcel  A bedrock

does  noc  requ i re  fu r t . he r  i nves t i ga t . i on ,

remed ia t . i on ,  o r  g roundwat ,e r  mon i to r i ng .

4 3
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' rHowever ,  ds

the groundwater at

sE .aced  i n  the  d ra f t  R r ,

Pa rce l  A  i s  no t  we l l

character ized due to the inherent

complex i t , ies wich in the bedrock format ion.

Because of  Ehese complex i t . ies,  Board s taf f

have always maintained that deed

not i f j -caEion should be ine luded as par t .  o f

any no-act ion a l ternat . ive for  parcel  A.

The purpose of  a  deed not . ice is  Eo a ler t

pocent , ia l  buyers and developers.  I t  ; "  not

intended t,o Ehwart development or

s t igmat ize t .he proper ty .

"D isc losu re  o f  pas t  and  p resen t

envi ronmenta l  problems is  par t  o f  most . ,  i f

noE  a l l ,  r ea l  es t ,a te  t . ransac t . i ons .  HpA i s

no  excep t i on .

"Board  s ta f f  a re  ava i l ab le  to  work

w i th  C i t . y  and  Navy  s ta f f  t o  d ra f t

accepEab le  l anguage  t . ha t .  mee ts  a lL  pa r t . i es ,

needs .  Fo r  f  u r t , he r  d i scuss ion  o f  t . h i s

4 4
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issue ,  p lease  con tac t  t he  unders igned  a t

( 5 1 0 ) 2 8 6 - 4 3 5 9  o r  M s .  S h i n  R o e i - L e e  a t

( s 1 0 )  2 8 6 -  0 5 9 9 .

"Sincere ly ,  Richard Hiet . t . ,  Ground

Water  and Waste Conta inment  Div is ion.  "

FROM THE FLOOR: Who is that?

LCDR HERON:  The Ca l i fo rn ia  Reg iona l

Water  Qua l i t y  Cont ro l  Board .

Are there any ot,her oral comment.s or

wr i t ten comment .s?

I f  t he re  i s  no  ob jec t i on ,  I  wou ld

l j . ke , to  move  we  ad jou rn  ch i s  even j .ng ' s  meeE. ing .

Technica l  represent .ac. ives wi I l  hang around for  a

w h i l e .  I  w i l l  b e  h e r e  f o r  a  l i t . t l e  w h i l e ,  a n d  I

would l ike to  t .hank you aI I  for  your

par t ic ipat . ion

AJnd,  again,  I  would l ike Eo remind

you t .hat .  the wr i t ten comment .  per iod is  open unt i l

Sep tember  s th ,  i f  you  wanE to  geE .  the  word  ou t  t o

you r  ne ighbors  and  f r i ends .
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MS. JOYCE JONES: The explanat . ion

f rom Mr.  Weber was very c lear .  That  was real Iy

the most  substant ive th ing f  heard so far  pr lor  E.o

che meet ing,  and chat  is  why I  had Eo ask the

quest ion ' rwhen?" because he d id a compleLe

explanat ion.

MR. WEBER: Thank you.

LCDR HERON: Thank you. Have a good

evening.

(Whereupon the hear ing adjourned at

7 : 3 5  p . m . )
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PT'BLIC SI'MMARY FOR TIIE DRAFT NNAL
PARCEL A REMEDHL II\TYESTIGATION NNPONT

HUNTERS POINT ANNEX, SAIY TRANCTSCO, CAIIToRNIA
Sepeember 22, lg95

As part of the Navy's comrnil6stlt 0o clean up its deactivated shipyard at Hunlers point Annex, investigations called siteinspections and remedial investigations were conducted et Parcel a. rn" investigations eveluated po3ential contaminationat the sites within Parcol A' The basic questions addressed uy ,ne-ir"otig"ti.i.-"*Gl ,n" contaminetion is rocst€d;what is contarnineted (soil, groundweter, or air); how much and what types of contamination are present; end who orwhat could possibly be affected (humans, ani-ois, o, pt-t*;. 
- -'-

BACKGROIJND

Parcel A was established in April 1992 when Hunters Point Annex was divided into five geographic parcels to speed upthe transfer of the facility to the city and county of san Francisco. parcel A consists of-approxi-ately gg acres thatcover the entire upland area and a portion of the lowland area at the Hunters point Annex facility. The upland area wasused primarily for residential purposes while the lowland area included office and commercial buildings. Historically,housing has been the dominani land use for parcel A.

SITE INSPECTIONS

Investigations wetre conducted at Parcel A to evaluate the nature and extent of contamination in soil. Investigationscalled site inspections (sI) were conducted at seven sites: sl-lg (building g01) sI43 (former building 906), sI41(buildings 816 and 818), sI-77 (former underground storage tank s-812);sl45 (steanrine system), SI-50 (storm drainand sanitary sewer systems), and sI-51 (transiormer rit"sl] rt" 
"ite 

insp"ctioos consisted of the collection and review ofavailable information about the sites; inierviews with former users of the sites; sile visits; geophysical, radiologic, aerialphotograph' and ecological surveys; and the collection of samples. A new method, investigation by excavation, was alsoused during the site inspections' The following compounds and chemicals were discovered as a result of the soilinvestigations at the site inspection sites:

Volatile organig compounds, such as chemicals found in gasoline, were present in the soil left in placeat sites SI-41 and SI_43.

o semivolatile organic compounds' such as chemicals found in diesel, were found in the soil left in placeat sites SI-19, SI4t, and SI43.

' 

Sr}icides 
and polychlorinated biphenyls were found in the soil left in place at sites sI-19, sI-43, and

SFUIID TECONDS CTR
3033-90146

DD 10

Petroleum products, such as motor oil were found in the soil left in place at sites SI-19, SI4l, andsI-43.

' Metals' such as antimony, arsenic, copper, lead, and others were found at sites sI-19, sI-41, andSI-43.

The evaluation of the '{ata collected during the site inspection investigations concluded that all the above mentionedcompounds and chemicals in the soils left in place at Parcel A do not pose 8 significant hazardor risk to human healthor the environment.

PS-l
Enclosure 2



REMEDHL ITWESTIGATIONS

Jf the conirrnination was considered exlensive, a remedial investigation was conducted. Remedial investigations were
conducted at two sites: one for soil at tR-59 Jerrold Avenue Investigation and one for Parcel A groundwiter at IR-59.
The remedial investigations consisted of the same methods used in the site inspections with the addition of a new field
screeiring test method for pesticides. The findings of the remedial investigations were as follows:

' At IR-59 Jerrold Avenue Investigation soils containing semivolatile organic compounds, pesticides,
petroleum products such es moior oil, and metals were excavated !o evaluale the extent of
cont-minetion. The extent of pesticide contamin3tiga was evaluated using a field screening tast
method. The soil left in place, after the investigation, does not pose I significant tUreat to Uunan
heelth or the environment.

' At IR-59 an investigation was conducted to evaluate Parcel A groundwalel ssstnminatien. The resuls
of the investigation showed low levels of semivolatile organic compounds, motor oil, and metels in the
groundwater. Motor oil was found in two small and localized areas: the parking lot spring in front of
building 101 and in a single well in Jerrold Avenue. The levels of semivolatile organic colpounds and
metals detected were below federal and state drinking water standards and are prasent et concentrations
that do not pose a significant threat to human health or the environment.

AIR INVESTIGATIONS

Air sampling investigations were conducted in Parcel A in 1987, 1991, and 1994. All three investigations concluded that
erposure risk for future Parcel A occupants was no greater than for existing residents upwind of Hunters point Annex,
and that the levels of compounds and chemicals found are comparable to the levels in the rest of the Bay area.

ECOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS

The ecological risk assassment indicated that no special status species, that is threatened or endangered species, inhabit
or use Parcel A on a regular basis. Also, because of limited habitat and negligible contaminant levels in the parcel A
soils or groundwater, there is minimal or very low risk to the animal population in parcel A.

CONCLUSIONS

Based on the findings of the remedial investigation, the Parcel A property may be released for reuse without restrictions
to the City of San Francisco.

PS-2
Enclosure 2
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NOTE:

Words and terms presented in bold in the text of this community relations plan are defined in the
glossary, which follows the references at the end of the document.

All abbreviations and acronyms used in the text of this community relations plan are included in the
abbreviations and acronyms list at the front of the document.
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Department of
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Control

700 Heinz Avenue,
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Berkeley, CA
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Pete Wilson
Governor

Peter M. Rooney
Secretaryfor
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Protection

DD 15

lune 26, l99B

Mr. Dennis Mishek
Section Leader
San Francisco Bay Regionar water euality contror Board
2l}l Webster Street, Suite 500
Oaldand, California 9 4612

If you have any questions, please cail me at (5r0)5 4o-g|72.

NOTIFICATION OF PETROLEUM CONTAMINATION AT
PARCEL A, HUNTERS POINT SHIPYARD, SAN FRANCISCO,
CALIFORNIA

Dear Mr. Mishek

The Record of Decision (RoD) for environmental cleanup at
Parcel A at Hunters Point Shipyard stated that no contaminants exist at
Parcel A above health-based revels except petroleum products. The
RoD indicated that the deed for parceiA wourd be annotated to noris/
future owners of the pres^ence of petroleum contamination. As you
9o*, the Deparrment of roxic Substances control's (DTSC) authority
does not include oversight of petroleum contamination. Because all
other_actions required under the National contigency plan have been
complete, DTSC concludes that our responsibiliiies at parcel A have
been met.

Because the Regional Board has regulatory authority over
petroleum contamination, it will be in the Regional Boardls purview to
approve the deed notification. we have encl&ed some suggestions as to
the content of the the notification.

Sincerely,

n.- '/ ,r'( 2-!Z-4 /(fu
Daniel E. Muryhy, P.E.
Unit Chief
Office of Military Facilities

enclosure



Mr. Dennis Mishak
)une 19, l99B
Page 2

cc: Ms. Claire Trombadore (SFD-B-2)
U. S. Environmental Protection Agenry, Region IX
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, California 94 105-3901

Mr. David Leland
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
San Francisco Bay Region
2l0l Webster Street, Suite 500
Oakland, California 94612

Ms. Amy Brownell
San Francisco Department of Public Health
1390 Market Street, Suite 910
San Francisco, California 94102

Commanding Officer
Engineering Field Activity, West
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Attn: Mr. Michael McClelland, Code lB32
900 Commodore Drive
San Bruno, Californi a 94066-2402
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Mr. Dennis Mishak
/une 19, l99B
r-age J

o

SUGGESTED ITEMS FOR PARCEL A DEED NOTIFICATIONS

Following are points that would helpnotify owners of the presence of
petroleum contamination at Parcel A.

. presence of minimal petroleum contamination

r rro action taken because the source is unknov,rn and the
contamination is at low concentrations

most areas overlying contamination the are paved

future land users should be aware of this contamination and should
consider it when planning the land use.
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Department of
Toxic Substances
Control

700 Heinz Avenue
suite 200

Berkeley, California
947 I0-2737

Commanding Offrcer
Engineering Field Activity, West
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Attn: Mr. Michael McClelland, Code 1832
900 Commodore Drive
San Bruno, California 940:66-2402

Pete Wilson
Governor

Peter M. Rooney
Secretaryfor

Environmental
Protection

CERTIFICATION OF REMEDIAL ACTIONS AT PARCEL A, HUNTERS
POINT NAVAL SHIPYARI)

Dear Mr McClelland:

The purpose of this letter is to advise you of the Department of Toxic
Substances Control's (DTSC) determination of completion of remedial actions at
Parcel A, Hunters Point Naval shipyard. pursuant to the state process for
oversight of response to hazardous substance release, DTSC certifies that the
Record of Decision (RoD) dated November 16,lgg5,for parcel A has been
implemented. Further, DTSC has reviewed the RoD dated November 16,1995,
and subsequent records at the site, and we have concluded that remedial actions
required pursuant to the National Oil Spill Contingency Plan (NCp), as contained
in the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation anj Liability Act
(CERCLA), and as identified in the RoD, have been completed. This
determination is based in part on information available at the time of preparation
and concurrence with the RoD. we note that the RoD identified no n rtt",
remedial actions pursuant to CERCLA to be taken. we also note that non-
CERCLA petroleum releases or potential releases to groundwater were noted in
the ROD' with the suggestion that a notice to that effect be included in the deed
when developed. We have requested that the Regional Water euality Control
Board, as the agency responsible for protection of the waters ofthe state, pursue
the notice with the Navy and the City of San Francisco.

If you have any questions, please contact Ms. valerie Heusinkveld at
(s l0) s40-3941.

Sincerely,

"_C-a//h/^
$" Rnthony J. Landis, p.E.

Chief, Northern California Operations
Office of Militarv Facilities

cc: see next page



Ms. Claire Trombadore (SFD-S-2)
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, California 941 05-3901

Mr. David Leland
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
San Francisco Bay Region
210l Webster Street, Suite 500
Oakland, California 94612

Ms. Amy Brownell
San Francisco Department of Public Health
1390 Market Street, Suite 910
San Francisco. Califo mia 9 41 02



EUNTERS POINT SEIPYARD
RESTORATION ADVIS ORY B OARD

Wednesday, August 26, lggg

DRAFT MEETING MINUTES

San Francisco City College
2na Floor Lounge
1400 Evans Avenue
San Francisco, CA

SFUIID RE@RDS CTR
5033-00586

DD 17

LOCATION:

P{tRPosE: To provide: (l) the community 
9o::le report, (2) information on the removal ofParcel A from the National Priorities List o[Pr), (3);;;;tr toconcerns regarding the humanhealth risk assessment, (4) continued discussionon itr. oran nna parcel c F!*iuility study, (5)and recommendations for the next RAB meeting ug.nau. 

-

These minutes sumrnarize the items discussed durils the RAB meeting; they are not a verbatimtranscript' Attachment Aprovides the attendanr" riJt, att".hlent B pilA;i. *eeting agendaand Auachment c provides the presentation handoui'*u*riurr.

O FaCTLITATOR: Ryan Broolcs, EFA West

I. Call to Order and Announcements

Ryan Brooks opened the meeting at 6:I0. p.m. noting he would be facilitating the meeting in DougKern's absence. There were no proposed .tr""g"ri""ti. 
"g.nau.

ffit"*::lffo'BRAC 
Environmental coordinator and Navy co-chair, made the following

' comments are due on August 3l for the Parcel c draft final.Feasibility study (FS)' all comments have been received on 
*: araft wo* pr- 

"na 
field sampling plan for the parcelE Vatidation Studv; field sampling wilru.ei" ii;;rr;Gr.mber.

Ray Thompkins asked that Item 4 on the agenda, the HumanI-.{1}, Risk Assessment discussio*
:ioT;*o "p 

on the agenda' It was agreed that ir,i, itr**ould foltow rr,. co**unity co-chair

lacey

lacey



II. Community Co-Chair Report

Jill Fox urged the Navy to place signs on the trucks involved in the Parcel B soil removal to
distinguish them from other trucks working at the Fenari site outside the HPS gate. She stated that
there have been problems associated with the trucks from the Ferrari site (driving off the site
uncovered, working on weekends and late at night, and using neighborhood streets). Clearly marked
trucks will help protect the Navy from community complaints and help the community direct
complaints to the right source. Mr. Brooks confirmed that all trucks involved in the Navy's soil
removal activities are marked with a white bumper sticker with a contact number on it. He added
that each truck is checked before leaving the gate to ensure it has a sticker.

Dorothy Petersbn asked if information regarding the trucks carrying bumper stickers was'provided
to the community. Mr. Brooks stated that the information went out in several ways - he went door-
to-door to speak with people along Ennis Street, afact sheet was mailed out to the Hunters Point
community, a meeting was held for tenants of HPS, and an information table was set up atZack's
Rocket Caf6 during the first week of the cleanup. Mr. Brooks noted that an update on the cleanup
will go out in the next PAC mailing, as well.

Ms. Peterson stated the importance of being able to identify the Navy trucks because some other
trucks are using routes through the neighborhood such as Ingles and Hudson Streets. Mr.
McClelland noted that shipyard trucks are requiredare required to travel only a certain route out of
Hunters Point; the route is outlined in the flver.

Ms. Peterson expressed concem that inlormation is not being provided to community members who
are challenged by the printed word, and that the Navy needs to be more proactive in notifying the
community of cleanup activities. She offered her assistance in getting the information out to the
community. Erlinda Villa suggested bringing flyers to the local churches. Ms. Peterson advised the
Navy to contact residents up the hill in addition to along the main roads through town. Amy
Brownell, City of San Francisco, suggested that an information table be set up atZack'sRocket Cafe
again.

Ms. Peterson stated that the members of the Muwekma Ohlone tribe are getting more information
that the shipyard is their land. She noted that it mainly effects affects reuse, but also has implications
on the cleanup because they are requesting that cleanup be conducted to residential standards. Ms.
Fox added that the tribe is challenging the City for ownership of the land, which may eventually
affect cleanup" Mr. Brooks offered to meet with Ms. Peterson next week to further discuss the
concem.

III. Human Health Risk Assessment

Mr. McClelland introduced Dr. Dan Stralka, a toxicologist with U.S. EPA, who came to answer
questions raised about human health risk assessment at earlier RAB meetines.



Dr. Stralka noted one concern regarding the partial volatilization of DDT and daughter products
during removal actions at Parcel F and their effect on the community. Dr. Stralka stated that this
concem has already been taken into account in the calculations for the preliminary remediation goals
(PRGs). Vapor pressure for DDT and DDE are relativgly low, however the calculations take into
account inhalation exposure from windblown dust. This pathway becomes a possible complete
exposure route, and is calculated in the PRG tables whichtables, which are used for screening sites.

Dr. Stralka explained that PRGs look at all the different pathways of exposure (airborne, in soil, in
groundwater) how a person could be exposed to a chemical, and how the physical property will be
used and potential exposure. The pathways of exposure are calculated to determine a level of
concern for a chernical contributing to the pathways. He noted that dust exposure was taken into
account in the calculations.

Mr. Thompkins asked if the tables are calculated by traditional EPA standards using high dose single
exposure, or from low level cumulative eflects. He pointed out concern regarding the high level of
breast cancer being detected in young, African-American women from the local community. He
noted particular concern with high DDT levels associated with Yosemite Slough and the link
between DDT and breast cancer. Mr. Thompkins added that past practices have based risk
assessments on 50 year old50-year-old white males in an industrial scenario, and don't reflect the
situation at Hunters Point.

Mr. Stralka responded that the studies for DDT are from a higher dose, but are being extrapolated
down to a zero dose. He added that there are a number of safety factors in extrapolating from
animals to humans because there is no human data. The toxicity information uses animal data but
is extrapolated to low dose levels. Recent scientific information regarding estrogenic-like
compounds are not taken into consideration, but EPA has conducted several workshops on how to
perform tests and what would be appropriate tests to dete'rmine these endpoints. As the data
becomes available it will be incorporated into the toxicity levels and ultimately into PRG data.

Mr. Thompkins asked if genetic variances are taken into account in calculating risk, noting that the
Hunters Point community is diverse and multi-cultural. He added that trends and ethnicity should
be considered in the community rather than using a national standard. Dr. Stralka responded that
when EPA derives toxicity values and reaches a point of uncertainty of population variability, the
assessments are designed to err on the side of safety" In addition, in extrapolation from animals to
humans, a factor of ten is added to the calculations to take into account population variability.

Mr. Tompkins stated that something is acutely wrong in the community given the health effects
being observed in the local population. He noted that new data needs to be considered in risk
calculationscalculations, as it becomes available. He added that synergistic effects also need to be
considered

Mr. Brooks asked if the windblown soil is affecting the local community. Dr. Stralka stated that this
exposure is being taken into account in the PRG tables. He explained that the calculations look at



human exposure pathways on the shipyard; higher levels of exposure would be expected on the
shipyard than in the community due to closer proximity to the source. Multiple chemical exposure
is taken into account by adding the risks together.

Mr' Thompkins noted that the shipyard is not an isolated point, but that chemicals from the shipyard
may be mixing in the neighborhood. He advocated that a realistic table be developed based on what
is in the neighborhood, and what is coming off the shipyard as well as from other industry and
mixing in the neighborhood.

Ms. Peterson asked why fish were not tested since people consume fish from the Bay. Dr. Stralka
noted that there is a Bay-wide fish advisory, primarily due to concern about PCBs, but which also
includes DDT. Mr. Thompkins noted that the fish advisory warning signs are not large enough for
people to take heed.

Marie Harrison questioned further concerns about chemical exposure from windblown dust, noting
health problems associated with her grandchildren when they are in the neighborhood. Charles
James Heagy suggested that the problems may be from allergies, noting an especially high level of
allergens due to a long rainy season.

A member of the audience asked why the PRGs were not calculated taking into account synergistic
effects, and why the effects are added rather than multiplied since there are so many different
chemicals on site. Dr. Stralka replied that EPA has tried to streamline the calculations to provide
a frame of reference. He pointed out that the data is not available to evaluate the synergistic or
antagonistic effects of chemicals and that synergy has not yet been demonstrdted through research.

Ms. Fox asked whether there was any attempt to assess the actual nearby population when the human
health risks were calculated for the parcels. Dr. Stralka noted that the Agency for Toxic Substances
and Disease Registry (ASTDR) looked at the local population. Mr. McClelland added that ASTDR
issued a report in November 1994 on the health risks to the community which may have been
associated with the shipyard. Dr. Stralka noted that the cleanup'involves looking at what the current
situation is and what it will be in the future; ASTDR looks at whether there was a problem before
the cleanup and whether cases of disease can be associated with the problem. Mr. McClelland noted
that ASTDR has an office in San Francisco.

Mr. Thompkins stressed that the assessment was performed only on the HPS property and did not
take into account what is in the community" He noted that the calculations are not a realistic
reflection of the community and asked if it is possible for a recalculation based on the community
outside of the shipyard. Dr. Stralka replied that it is complicated to try to take everything into
account outside of the shipyard, noting that the best way to calculate risk is to look at human
exposure on HPS, where the exposure would be highest" He added that the calculations look at
chronic exposure and consider genetic variation by adding in a factor of ten.

Ms. Peterson asked again why fish are not being tested. Dr. Stralka stated that the EpA has



requested that the Navy include analysis of the fish consumption pathway. The Navy has responded
that the Fish and Wildlife Service is already sampling the fish which has resulted in the Bay
advisory. The Navy has also argued that it is hard to distinguish fish at Hunters Point because fish
are a highly mobile species and may travel all around the Bay.

Ms. Fox asked about smaller marine animals such as mussels and shrimp that don't move around
the Bay like fish do. Dr. Stralka acknowledged that EPA has also asked that the Navy sample these
species. The Navy's response is that data is also being collected Bay-wide for these organisms. He
noted that it is a regional concem and that the Bay is being rnonitored. There is a fish advisory in
particular because of the types of chemicals and concentrations bio-accumulating in fish.

Ms. Peterson asked what the RAB can do. Dr. Stralka commented that evaluation of the endpoints
areevaluation of the endpoints is being driven by the ecological risks. If there is no effect on the
organisms in the sediments or on the fish, then the effect on the rest of the food chain is minimized.
Ms. Peterson requested that the issue be revisited at alater date and to also let the RAB know if
there's anything they can do regarding the concern.

ry. Removal of Parcel A from the National Priorities List (NPL)

Sheryl Lauth, U.S. EPA, discussed a proposal to remove Parcel A from the NPL. She explained that
the NPL is a list put together by EPA containing the highest priority sites in the country to help focus
cleanup activities. All of HPS is currently on the NPL; Parcel A is being proposed for removal but
Parcels B-F would remain. She distributed copies of an EPA letter to Byron Rhett of the San
Francisco Redevelopment Agency, detailing CERCLA liability issues involving transfers of
federally owned property.

Ms. Lauth stated that the city of San Francisco requested that.Parcel A be delisted to help market the
site to developers. No cleanup is required on Parcel A so"it is a good candidate for delisting.
Delisting follows the process of publishing a Notice of Intention to Delete in the Federal Register,
following a 30-day state approval process. A 30-day comment period comes after the notice is
published. She noted that community input before the process begins would be helpful.

Ms. Lauth stated that a tentative schedule allows for public comment to run from October 20 to
November 20; RAB members will be informed of when this comment period begins. Ms. Lauth
introduced Jeremy Bricker; an intern with EPA, who put together the draft Notice of Intention to
Delete.

Ms. Lauth noted that Dr. Stralka would discuss the lead-based paint issue associated with Parcel A.
Dr. Stralka explained that a goal of the cleanup program is to eventually remove all of the parcels
from the NPL and that Parcel A starts the process. He stated all of the data was reviewed to see if
anything was missed. The only issue that came up from this review was the lead-based paint
samples taken in the early 90's. Two of the samples - one at the water tower and one near a house -

showed elevated lead levels. Both areas were resampled; high lead levels were not found at the



house, and the average concentration of lead in the soil at th€ water tower at a two inch depth was
300 parts per million (ppm). The PRG screening level used for lead at HPS is 220 ppm. It was
determined that 300 ppm of lead in the soil wouldn't pose a problem lowsed based on the low
volume of contaminated soil around the water tower. Dr. Stralka added that Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) standards for residential areas use 400 ppm as a screening level and look at
minimizing exposure at levels between 400 and 2,000 ppm. HUD would not suggest active
remediation until levels reach between 2,000 and 5,000 ppm.

Ms. Harrison asked how the lead dissipated from around the house between the two sampling times.
Dr. Stralka explained that the high reading of lead from the earlier samples may have been attributed
to paint chips collected with the sample. Mr. McClelland added that there was a discrepancy
between the levels found from two samples analyzed by different methods; the location was
resampled and found to be at an acceptable level, and so the first sample reading was attributed to
lab error.

Ms. Harrison asked if it would be expensive to remove the soil from the area. Dr. Stralka responded
that it would be hard to justiff the funds to remove the soil when the level is below HUD's 400 ppm
standard and significantly below their 2,000 ppm standard. Ms. Brownell added that the City is
comfonable with the level because most of the samples are below 220 ppmand pointed out that the
redevelopment agency will remove the houses and regrade the site whichsite, which should eliminate
any remaining problem.

Ms. Peterson asked if the parcel would likely get recontaminated. Dr. Stralka stated that if any
contamination is discovered during redevelopment, the Navy must come back and reinvestigate. He
added that the situation should be alrightall right within the current systems and controls" Caroline
Washington asked where the water tower is located. Dr. Stralka pointed out that it is in the
northwest portion of the parcel, elevated above the large concrete building. He added that all of
Parcel A has been investieated and is readv for reuse"

V. Continued Discussion on the Draft Final Parcel C FS

Kent Morey, TetraTech EMI, reviewed that all investigation work has been completed at Parcel C"
The FS summarizes the information from the investigation and develops remedial technologies. He
noted that the area was used primarily for ship maintenance and repair. Soil contamination includes
volatile organic compounds (VOCs), heavy metals and PCBs; nearly all of the groundwater
contamination is caused by VOCs...

Mr. Morey explained that the FS develops goals to achieve inthe cleanup. There are two remedial
action goals for groundwater:

" identify the migration of contaminants through the soil and groundwater and into the Bay
migration does not appear to be happening yet)



" protect human health from volatiles in the air - concentrations in groundwater may enter
buildings and be breathed by people inside, completing an exposure pathway

" Specific cleanup technologies would focus on either preventing contaminants from reaching the
Bay or from reaching breathing space. He indicated on a map the locations of the contaminated
afeas.

Charles Dacus noted that the HPS cleanup scorecard indicates the FS is in progress through Fall
1998. Mr. Morey stated that the comment period will close at the end of the month, at which point
a response to comments will be provided. A draft Proposed Plan will follow, which also includes
a public comment period, then a technology will be chosen.

Mr. Morey briefly reviewed some of the items on a handout (refer to Attachment C) providing the
definitions of groundwater remedial alternatives and soil remedial alternatives.

Soil Remedial Alternatives

Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE): Pipes with holes are sunk into the ground; a vacuum on the end of
the pipe draws air and the chemicals from the soil through the pipes like a straw. The air containing
the chemicals is collected and the chemicals separated out to a container for treatment.

Solidification and Stabilization (S/S): This: This technology is used to treat heavy metals, not
VOCs. The contaminated soil is mixed with a material that binds the soil and contaminants together
to form a solid, concrete-like mass.

Thermal Desorption: Contaminated soil is heated to separate chemicals from the soil and move
them into the air. The air containing the chemicals is them then moved to another container for
treatment"

Groundwater Remedial Alternatives
Mr. MooreyMorey noted that some of the technologies work better for some sites than others,
depending on the specific situation.

Excavation of Saturated Affected SoiI: Contaminated soils are dug up and removed. Sides of the
excavation may need to be shored up with sheet piling. This technology is best used for small,
isolated sites.

Groundwater Extraction, On-Site Treatment and Discharge to POTW: Extraction wells
remove groundwater whichgroundwater, which is them then pumped on an on-site location for
treatment. The treated water is them discharged to the local publicly owned treatment works
(POTW). This technology works well for larger areas.



Ms. Brownell noted that the Navy will have to obtain a permit from the City in order to discharge
the treated water into the POTW. Mr. MooreyMorey noted that some chemicals may stick to the soil
and require further action. Six-phase soil heating can be used to augment the removal of chemicals
remaining in the soil.
Six-Phase Soil Heating: Electrodes are placed in the ground surrounding the affected area which
heat up the soil when a voltage is applied. Steam created underground by the electrical current
separates VOCs from the soil. The VOCs must be removed from the steam through another process.
This is considered an emerging technology.

Additional technologies are noted in the handout, Attachment C.

Mr. McClelland Noted that a Proposed Plan, identifuing a treatment technology, will be developed
after the final FS. A 30-day review and comment period and a public comment meeting will follow.
; Aa Record of Decision (ROD) will be issued to complete the process.

IV. Agenda ltems
The following items were identified as topics for the September meeting:

" tour ofParcel B cleanup
" further questions on the NPL
" Public Utilities Commission (PUC) presentation on Yosemite Creek

Mr. Brooks adjoumed the meeting at 8:02 p.m.

Mr. Brooks adjourned the meeting at 8:02 p.m.

The next regular RAB meeting will be held on Wednerd.ay, September 23,lgg8, at the San
Francisco City College,6:00 p.m.



ATTACEMENTA

MEETING AGENDA
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DATE:

LOCATION:

6:00

6:05

6 :15 3.

6:35 4.

7:00 5.

1 .

2.

AGENDA
HUNTERS POINT SHIPYARD

RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD

August26,19gB

SF City Cottege
2no Floor
1400 Evans Avenue
San Francisco

Call to Order and Announcements

(Upcoming Documents and Activities)

Community Co-chair Report

lln opportunity for the community co-chairs to discuss
information of interest to the nnfjl

Removal of Parcel A from the National priorities List (NpL)

(EPA will make a presentation and lead a discussion on the
delisting of Parcel A from the NpL)

Human Health Risk Assessment

(D.r. Dan stralka, a Toxicorogist for the U.s.EpA, wiil tark
with us about human hearth risk assessments for the
cleanup and answer questions on the effects of some
contaminants being cleaned up at HpS)

continued Discussion on the Draft Final parcel c Feasibility
Study

(we will continue the discussion of the Draft Final parcel c
FS)

Recommendations for Agenda ltems for next RAB meeting
and future field trips/activities

Adjourn

7:45

7:55

6.

7.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRON M ENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION IX

75 Hrndhomc Sbeet
Sen Fnncisco. CA 94105

September 24,l99g

'i .'j

ffi
SFUIID RECORDS CTR

3033-00588

DD 18

AnthonyLandis
e-aVEPA DTSC
Office of Mititary Facilities
l0l5l Croydon Way, Suite 3
Sacramentq CA 9 5827 -21 06

DearMr.Iandis:

I resoectflrlly t€qu€st the concurrence ofthe caYEPA Departnent of roxic substanses control, onbehalf ofthe state oicaf'gornie *i[r d"t,1io" ofi;;;te'Jitr,! n*Gi.ri"i"tlibv*o superfirnd Site(lPs) from ttre Natignat r.riqf{9sr"iJ ryrl. r"rG;rbr;;;;;!;;r;;;fr Jo, orthe .Notice or
llif*T"fil,1$'il #f::*lT:P,J,",:i;'6"r A;i"I$## th' Mt.-Aft-;;uirence, the Noro 

-

we are moving fonv:rd with this partiatdeletion at tte reguest of the city of san Francisco (cirv)because thev believe it1ru aciri*-rc nrnui qrl,"l;qfiJit *14. aryqy know, the Navy issued a .h.oaction" Record of Decision (RoD) foi iarcel A i" i9d. rrrrio*a.ry of this partial deletion is the sameas the Parcel A boundary shown iri rigute 3:f thi i6: "**p?,n" 
c_nsp Avenue witt not be included inParcel A' crisp Avenuiwitt ue inciuE a in parcel E. il;;itT;r ure pariel.lffi;'.,y atong SpearAvenue was extended to the other side of the t-o"a, *r,oJ-uoti.;p*r.r ;;i;;modate the city,srequest that this road^bejnclud4 

T ttre parti3r-dellti"". i" r"ppon rr," decision to move the boundarvfrom one side of snear Avenue to the otf,er, ipa *"i"*ro u,![gra4 inr.r,igati* data ano ,.rfi;.athat Spear Avenue does not contain ;t-#;il.iil *t;rdi h*) r,r"..
EPA is reouired to provide the statevith 30 days-for review 9lt. NoID. However, in order to

f,fil ff Jffi ;j *,** ;J|$f 
tiiv "p&;;ff # r;; *ua *,pono Io me *itr, a r etter, stat in g

If you have any questions concerningthggroposed partiat deletio-n of the site, ptease sontact me at415n4-2420 or Tom Hiettcman ^i iiin+{'n 8'i. f,'-k i** r"ry ruch for your attcntion to this matter.
Sincerely,

wl/4%'
Daniel D. Opalstii
Chief, Federat Facilities Cleanup Branch

Enclosure

cc: Dan Murphy, DTSC
Tom Huetteman, EpA

Re:
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40 CF'R PART 3OO

National. Oil and, Eazardoue Subetancee Pollution Contingency p].an

National Prioritl.ee L,Let

AGENCY: Environmental Protection Agency

ACTION: Notice of intent for part ial deletion of the Treasure

Island Naval Station - Hunters Point Annex Site from the National

Priorit ies Li-st (NPL) .

SUDIMARY: The Environment,al Protection Agency (EpA) , Region g,

announces its intent to delete operable unit (OU) No. !,  also

known as Parcel A, of Treasure Tsland Naval station - Hunters

Point Annex, also known as Hunters point Naval shipyard (Hps),

Super fund Si te  (EPA ID # CAt-170090082)  f rom the Nat ional

Pr ior i t ies L is t  (NPL) and requests publ ic  comment  on th is  act ion.

The NPL constitutes Appendix B to the National Oil and Hazardous

subsEance Pol lu t , ion cont ingency pLan (Ncp) ,  40 cFR par t  3oo,

which EPA promulgated pursuant. t ,o section 105 of the

Comprehensive EnvironmentaL Response, Compensation, and Liabil i ty

Act (CERCLA) .

This proposal for part ial deletion pertains to parcel A,

which includes the uprand area of Hps and a port ion of the

low1ands. A majority of Parcel A had functioned as a residential

area for NavY personnel and is designated, by the city of san

Francisco Redevelopment Agency, for future residential use. The

Nawy has issued a Sno action$ Record of Decision (ROD) for parcel

A. EPA bases its proposal to delete parcel A on t.he

lacey
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determination by EPA and the State of Cali fornia, through the

California Environmental- Protection Agency (Cal/EPA), Department,

of Toxic Substances ControL (DTsc), that al l  appropriate actions

under CERCLA have been implemented to protect human health,

welfare, and the environment at Parce1 A.

This part ial deletj-on pertains only to ParceL A of the IIPS

Si t .e  and does not  inc lude Parcels  B,  e ,  D,  E,  and F.  parcels  B,

C, D, E, and F wil l  remain on the NPL, and response activit ies

wi l l  cont inue at  these parcels .

DATES: Comments concerning this site may be submitted on or

before [ ineert date 30 daye from publication datel.

ADDRESSES: Comments may be submiEted to Carolyn ,J. Douglas (SFD-

5) ,  NPL Coord inator ,  U.S.  EPA, Region 9,  ?5 Hawthorne St . ,  San

Franc i sco ,  CA 94105 ,  415 -744-2343 ,  Fax  4 t5 -744 -191G,  ema i l

DOUGIJAS . CAROLYN@EPAMAIL . EPA. GOV.

fNFORI{ATION REPOSITORIES: Comprehensive information on this Site

is available for viewing at the foLlowing locations:

U.S.  EPA, Region 9,  Super fund Records Center ,  4 th f loor ,  95

i l aw tho rne  S t . ,  San  F ranc i sco ,  eA  94105 ,  4LS-536-2OOO.

Anna E. waden Branch Library, 5075 Third st.,  san Francisco, cA

94 t24 ,  4 r5 -7L5 -4100

san Francisco Main Public Library, civic center, san Francisco,

cA  94102  ,  4L5 -557-4400 .

FOR FURTIIER INFORIIATION CONTACT: Cilaire Trombadore (SFD-8-2),

O 
RPM, U.s.  EPA, Region 9,  75 l lawthorne St. ,  San Francisco, CA

lacey
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94105 ,  4L5-744-240g,  Fax 415-  744-1r9 i r6,  emai l

TROMBADORE . CI,AIRE@EPAITTAIL . EPA. GOV.

SUPPIJE}IENTARY INFOR}'ATXON :

Table of Coatents

I .  Introduct. ion.

I I .  NPL Delet ion Cr i ter ia

I I1 .  Delet . ion Procedures.

fV.  Basis  for  In tended Si te  Delet ion.

I. IntroductLon

The united states Environmental protection Agency (EpA),

Region 9, announces its intent to delete a port ion of the

Treasure Island Naval Station - Hunters Point Annex, also known

as Hunters Point Naval shipyard (I{ps), site located in san

Francisco,  Cal i forn ia,  f rom the Nat ional  pr ior i t ies L is t  (NpL) ,

which constitutes Appendix B of the National Oil and Hazardous

substances Pollut ion contingency plan (Ncp) , 40 cFR part 3oo, and

requests public comment on this proposai.

This proposal for part ial delet, ion pertains to parcel A,

which consist,s of the upland area, ES well as a port ion of the

low1ands, of HPs. Parcel A is bounded by the other port ions of

HPs and the Balruiew-Hunters point disErict of san Francisco.

Parcel A boundaries extend up to crisp st. and across spear Ave.

to  the south,  up to  Gr i f f i th  s t .  to  the west ,  and up to  F isher

Ave. and across Robinson st. and Galvez Ave. to the east. on the

north, the Bapriew-Hunters Point distr ict of San Francisco is

lacey
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delineated from HPS by a fence. A f igure and the exact

coordinates that define the deleted property at the site are

contained in the NPL Del-eEion Docket.

Section II of this document explains the criteria for

part ial ly deleting port ions of a site from the NPL. Section III

discusses the procedures that EpA is ui ing for this action.

section rv discusses the IIPS site and e>cplains how part ial

de let ion cr i ter i -a  are met  for  th is  Si te .

fI .  NPL, Deletion CrLteria

Sect ion 300.425(e)  of  the NCP prov ides t ,hat  re leases may be

deleted from, or recategorized on, the NpL where no further

resPonse is appfopriate. In making a determination to delete a

release from the NPL, EPA shall  consider, in consultation with

the state, whether any of the fol lowing criteria have been met:

( i) Responsible part ies or other part, ies have implemented

all  appropriate response actions required;

(ii) All appropriate Fund-fj.nanced response under CERCLA has

been implemented, and no further action by responsible part ies is

appropriate; or

( i i i )  The remedial investigation has shown that the release

poses no signif icant threat to public health or the environment

and, therefore, taking of remedial measures is not appropriate.

site releases may not be deleted from the NpL untir the

etate in which the site is located has eoncurred with the

proposed deletion. EPA is required to provide the state with 3O

working days for review of t,he deletion notice prior to i ts
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publication in the Federal Register.

As  desc r ibed  i n  40  CFR 300 .425 (e )  (3 )  o f  t he  NCp,  s i t es

deleted from the NPL are el igibLe for further remedial action

should future condit ions warrant such action. If  new information

becomes available which indicates the need for further action,

EPA may initiate remedial act,ions. Whenever there is a

signif icant release from a site deleted from the NpL, the site

may be restored to..the NPl, without the application of the Hazard

Ranking System.

III .  Deletion Procedures

The fol lowing procedures were used for the intended part ial

deletion of this site: (1) A11 appropriate response under CERCLA

has been implemented and no furt,her EpA response is appropriate;

(2') the state of carifornia has concurred with the part ial

de let ion;  (3)  a  not ice has been publ ished in  the local  newspapers

and has been distr ibuted to the appropriate Federal, stat,e and

local off icials and other interested part ies announcing the

commencement of the 30-day public comment period on EPA,s Notice

of rntent to Derete; and (4) al l  relevant documents have been

made avaiLabre in the rocal sj-te information repositories.

Deletion from the NPL does not i tself create, alter, or

revoke any individual 's r ights or obligations. As mentioned in

s e c t i o n  r r  o f  t h i s  n o t i c e ,  s e c t i o n  3 0 0 . 4 2 5 ( e )  ( 3 )  o f  t h e  N C p

atates that the deletion of a site from the NPL does not preclude

el ig ib i l i ty  for  fu ture response act ions.

EPA' s Region 9 off ice wil l  accept and evaluate public
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comments on EPA'e Notice of Intent to Delete before making a

f ina l  dec is ion to  delete the speci f ied parcel .  I f  necessary,

Region 9 will prepare a Responsiveness Summary t.o address any

signif icant, public commente received.

If EPA determines, with the State's concurrence, that the

part ial deletion is appropriate after considerat, ion of public

comment, then EPA wil l  place a f inal Notice for Part ial Deletion

in the Federal Regteter, completing the process. Public notices

and copies of the Responsiveness Summary, i f  necessary, wil l  be

avai lab le in  the s i te  reposi tor ies.

fV. Baeie for Intended PartLal Site Deletion

The fol lowing summary provides EPA's rationale for the

O proposed deletion of Parcel A of the HPS Site from the NPL.

HPS is locat,ed on a promontory in southeastern San

Francisco. The promontory is bounded on the nort,h, east, and

south by San Francisco Bay and on the west by the Bayview-Hunters

Point distr ict of the City of San Francisco. The entire HPS

covers 935 acres, 4g3 of which are on land and 443 of which are

under water. To faci l i tat,e the environmental investigation and

remediation and ult imate transfer of the property to Ehe City of

San Francisco, HPS was divided into several parcels (Parcels A

th rough  F ) .

Parcel A, consist ing of the upland areas of HPS and a

{ . i
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fraction of the lowlands, is bounded by the other portions of HpS

and the Balnriew-Hunters Point district and covers approximately

88 acres. Land to the northwest of parcel A is used for

residential putposes. The other HPS parcels that bound parcel A

are currently undergoing investigation and remediation for future

redevelopment. Under the City of San Francisco Redevelopment

Agencyrs current land-use plan, those parcels wil l ult imately be

used primarily for commerciaL and industrial purposes, whereas

Parcel A wil l be used for residential as well as for l ight

commercial purposes.

No wetlands or surface waters are rocated at parcel A.

Limited quantit ies of groundwater are present in localized

fractures of the bedrock (which, along with localized areas in

which i t  is  covered by f i l l ,  under l ies al l  of  parcel  A).  parcel

A groundwater is not considered suitable as a potential source of

drinking water because of low well yield.

No underground storage tanks (UST), aboveground tanks (AST),

drums, o! hazardous materials storage areas remain on parcel A.

sewer l ines,  storm drains,  and steam l ines loca€ed in parcel  A

were also included in the early investigations, but no further

act ion was required for these ut i l i t ies.

.9j te History

Hunters Poj.nt was f irst developed for dry dock use in 1967.

The Nal.ry acquired t i t le to the land in 1940 and began developing

the area for various shipyard activit ies. rn L942, the Narry
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began using IIPS for shipbuilding, repair, and maint.enance. From

1945 Eo L974, the shipyard was primarily used as a repair

facil i ty by the Narry. The Narry discontinued activit ies at HpS in

1974. From 1976 to 1986, the Narry leased 98 pereent of l{ps,

incruding all of Parcel A, to the Triple A Machine shop company

(Triple A), a private ship repair .o*p"rry. rn 19g6, the Navy

reoccupied the property. currently, portions of parcel A are

subleased for use as art ists '  studios.

Throughout its histoFy, parcel A was used by both the Narry

and Triple A for primarily reeidential purposes. rn addition,

the Nawy used one building for the National Radiation Defense

r,aboratory Program. Most of the other structures were used as

off ices and warehouses.

Site Investigation Activit jes

The Narry began environmental studies at HPS in 1984 under

the U.S.  Depar tment  of  Defense (DOD) Insta l la t ion Restorat ion

Program. Between 1984 and L991, the Navy performed a series of

invest igat ions,  both insta l la t ion-wide and speci f ic  to  parcel  A,

to identify potential Eource areas of contamination and to

invest igate a i r  qual i ty .

In 1989, EPA added HPS to the NpL due to the presence of

hazardous materials from past shipyard operations (proposed in 54

FR 29820 ,  and  f i na l  i n  54  FR 48184) .  rn  1990 ,  t he  Nar ry ,  EpA,  and

the s tate of  ca l i forn ia entered in to a Federa l  Fac i l i t ies

Agreement (FFA) to coordinate environmental activit ies at HpS.
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In 1991, the DOD designated HPS for c losure as an aet ive mi l i tary O

base under i ts Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) program.

The Narry carried out a prel iminary assessment/site

inspection (PA/SI) of potent, ial source areas on Parcel A that had

been identj. f ied during the Narry's previous investigat, ions. Soils

at some sites cont,ained semivolati le oy'ganic compound.s (svoc),

pest ic ides,  po lychlor inated b iphenyls  (pcB),  to ta l  pet ro leum

hydrocarbons (TPH),.. metals, volati le organic compounds (voc) , and

herbicides. In the process of conduct. ing the Remedial

rnvest igat ion (RI) ,  contaminated so i ls  in  these L imi ted areas

were excavated,  d isposed of  o f f -s i te ,  and replaced wi th  cLean

soil .  At the completion of the Rf, the Narry determined that al l

necessary response actions had been taken for parcel A soj. ls.

As part of the Parcel A RI, groundwater was also

investigated. The Rr concluded that the only contamination

concern was from motor oi l  (a form of TpH). Due to 1ow we1l

yieId, l-ack of historical use of Parcel A groundwater, and the

nature of this bedrock aquifer, i t  was concluded that no complete

pathway for exposure to Parcel A groundwater exists.

Furthermore, motor oi l  is not specif ied as a hazardous substance

under cERcLA, and the state does not intend to require further

action on this release. As requested by the Regional water

Quality control Board (Rwgggl, however, parcel A wil l  be subject

to a deed notif ication so that future users wil l  be informed that

motor oi l  was detected in groundwater

rn addition to evaluating human health issues, ?n Ecological 
O
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Risk Assessment was conducted. The Bcological Risk Assessment

concluded that, due to the l imited availabi l i ty of habitat, the

scarcity of potential recept,ors, and the low level of

contaminants detected on Parcel A of I IPS, the risks to ecological

receptors from Parcel A are minimal.

After the Rr, the Narry, EpA, and iaI/EpA concurred that no

further action j .s necessary on parcel A. The proposed plan for

this port ion of HPS was released for public comment in August of

1995. After reviewing comments and det,ermining that no

signif icant changes to the preferred remedy were required, the

Naoy, in concurrence with EpA and car/EpA, issued a ftno action$

Record of Decision (RoD) in November 1995. since hazardous

substances are not present at Parcel A at concentrations above

acceptable r isk leve1s, the f ive year review requirement of

CERCLA Sect ion 121(c)  is  not  appl icable.

Community InvoTvement

rn the late 1980s, the Narnr formed a Technical Review

Committee (TRC), consisting of community members and

repreaentatives of regulatory agencies, to discuss environmental

issues pertaining t,o HPs. rn 1993, pursuant, to the Def ense

Environmental  Restorat ion ProgrErn;  10 u.s.c.  Seet ion 2205(d),  the

TRC was replaced by a Restoration Advisory Board (RAB), Elt which

representatives from the Nalry, the 10ca1 eommunity, and

reguratory agencies meet monthly to discuss environmental

progress at HPS.
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The draft Rr report and proposed plan for parcel A hrere

released to t,he public in the summer of 1995. The proposed plan

was mailed to stakeholders involved with Hps. Notice of

availabi l i ty of the proposed plan was published in local

newspapers. The Parcel A ROD eummarizes comments received during

the subsequent public meeting and 30 day pubric comment period.

These community part, icipation act, ivit ies fulf i l l  the requirements

o f  SecE ion  113  ( k )  (2 )  (B )  ( i - v )  and  Sec t i on  11? (a )  (2 )  o f  CERCLA.  In

addit ion to this, t ie Narry publishes an Hps-specif ic quarterly

newsletter for the local community entitled Environmenta-I, Clean-

Up News.

Curcent Sta tus

one of  the three cr i ter ia  for  s i te  de let ion speci f ies that

EPA may delete a site from the NpL if  Sresponsible part ies or

other part ies have implemented al l  appropriate response actions

required.S EPA, with the concurrence of the State of Cali fornia,

bel ieves that  t ,h is  cr i ter ion for  th is  par t ia l  de let ion has been

met. The State of Cali fornia concurs with the proposed deletion

of  Parcel  A of  the Treasure fs land Nava1 Stat ion -  Hunterrs  point

Annex site. subsequently, EpA is proposing part ial deletion of

this Site from the NPIr.
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Department of Toxic Substances Control

Jesse R. Huff, Director
10151 Croydon Way, Suite 3

Sacramento, California 95827 -2106

DD 19

October 28,1998

Mr. Daniel D. Opalski
Chiel Federal Facilities Cleanup Branch
lJnited States Environmental Protection A sencv
Region IX
75 Hawthorne Street, H-9
San Francisco, Califomia 94105

Dear Mr. Opalski:

On June 30, 1998, the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) certified that the
implementation of the Parcel A Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA) Record of Decision dated November 16, lgg5,met the substantive
requirements of the State's hazardous substance remediation statutes. It is our understanding that
the Regional Water Quality Control Board is pursuing a deed notice for petroleum (non-
CERCLA) contamination in the underlying groundwater.

On behalf of the State of California, DTSC concurs on the deletion of parcel A of the
Hunters Point Shipyard superfund site from the National priorities List.

If you have any questions about this matter, please contact me at (916)-255-3565.

Sincerely,

d,m*r*ks
Anthony J. Landis, P.E.
Chief
Northern California Operations
Office of Military Facilities

California Environmental protection Agency
(D Printed on Recycled paper

SFUI{D RECORDS CTR
3033-90176

g
Peter M. Rooney

Secretary for
Environmental

Protection

Pete Wilson
Govemor
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U.S. Environqpental Frotection Agency, Region IX, San Frarrcisco
: (AtAr:'Ms. Ctaire Tromba&w/ 2copftt)

State of C-alifornia, EnvirorurprrS! protecUou Age*y,Dept of Toxic Substanes C-ontrol
Berkeley (.dtbr: Mr. David"fiist/ld& Vabrie Heusinkveld)

City of San Francisco, Department of Fublic Ftrealth, San Frarrcisco
(Athr: Itds. Amy Brownpll,/ 2 coprql

City of San Francisco, City's Atorn€5ls Offte (Attn: Ms. Rona Sandler)
City of San Francisco, Public Utilities Commission, Bureau of Env. Regs. & Mgurt

(Attru Mr. John Mundy)
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TJ 8€PLY REFER TO:

ffi.AAPN hESTDIV C€DE 1E SFUND RECORDS CTR

3033-00590

s0e0
Ser 6n2fT/L%tu2
06 Novernber 1998

Fronu Comman{ing Officer, Eqgineering Field Activity, West, Naval Facilities
Enginee$ng eommand

To: Distribution

Subj: REVISED REFONSE TO CQL{}!EI{',[S ON DRAFT FARCEL A FOST AT
FIIII,ITERS FOFfr S'Ff4FD Gtrns), SA\I FRANCISCO, CALIFORMA

EncL (1) Revised Reslrcnse to Commesrs on HPS Draft Parcel A FGf

L. Elrclosure (1) is Ore Revised Respoose to Agency and SFRA Cnnnnene dated 06
November 1998 on FIFS'Draft Parcel A FOS'[ dated 24lune 196. this documentis a
revised iss+re of orrrprevio.rdy sllbnitred Ropo* to Agency and SFRA Comnents on
HPS DraftParcel.A, FOSf darcd 6June 19S.

2. Revision is made for response in submittal of 6 June 1998 on following comments;
namely, (1) Item 2 Commerrt in SFDPH l€ftes of 25 July 1996 and (2) Item 1 arut ltem 2
Comments in SFDFH letter of 14 Noveober 1996. The previ,ous,reslrcrrses to EPA and
DTSC comments and oflrer SFDPH couunents are urrchanged- We appreciafe the
assistance of EPA an4 SFRA enable qsfinalizing the revised, r€sporu€s. Please provide us
with a letter of concurrence to fte submified revised response to comments.

3. We wiU s-ubmit the Draft Final Parcel A FOST for your review when we Lnalize the
revised Parcel A boundary maf and legal description that incoqporate change of parcel
boundaries to excludeC-risp Avenue.and includeSpearSbeetin fte Parcel A

4. If additional information is needed, please contact Mr. jan-Nan Tuarv Engineer-
in-Charge at (550) 244-?595 ot FAX (550) 24+?]654.

/r';*l/LC,4J
$raiIcHARD E. FowELL
7 By direction



REVISED RESPONSE TO AGENCY COMMENTS
DRAFT FINDING OF STIITABILITY TO TRANSFER FOR PARCEL A

HT'NTERS POINT SHIPYARI)
SAN FRAI\CISCO. CALIFORI\IA

This document presents the U.S. Deparftnent of the Navy's (Navy) revised responses to comments from

the regulatory agencies and the City and County of San Francisco Deparhnant of Public Health (SFDPH)

on the draft finding of suitability to transfer (FOST) for Parcel A at Hunters Point Shipyard (HPS), dated

lvne24,1996. The comments addressed in this document were received from the U.S. Environmental

Protection Agency (EPA) on July 24,1996; the California Department of Toxic Substances Control

(DTSC) on July 24, 1996; and SFDPH on July 25 and November 14, L996. The original Navy

responses were submitted to EPA, DTSC, and the SFPDH on June 3, 1998. At the request of the SFDPH,

responses to several SFDPH comments pertaining to lead-based paint have been revised; responses to

EPA and DTSC comments are unchanged. The revised responses to the SFDPH comments were

developed by EPA and the Navy in a collaborative process.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM EPA

1. Comment:

Response:

2. Comment:

Response:

3. Comment:

Response:

Please provide the legal description for Parcel A and a figure showing
property boundaries.

The legal description will be included as Attachment I of the draft final Parcel A
FOST. The propertyboundaries will be shown on Figure I ofthe draft final
Parcel A FOST.

Include a figure showing all subparcels and designating where subparcels N-
1A, N-3A and 5-46A lie.

Figure 2 will be updated to show subparcels N-lA, N-3A, N-I7A, and
s-46A.

Include a figure that overlays Figure 3 from the Parcel A Record of Decision
(ROD), which shows SI and IR sites, with Figure 2 from the Parcel A FOST
so that it is evident that the boundaries and subparcel category designations
are correctly assigned.

A mylar figure will be prepared to overlie Figure 2. The overlay will show the
locations of the site inspection (SI) and installation restoration (IR) sites in Parcel
A. The scale for Figure 2 will be changed to better depict Parcel A and more
closely match Figure 3.



4. Comment:

Response:

5. Comment:

Response:

Section 7.0 states that the deed for transfer will contain the notice required
by CERCLA Section 120(hX1), which provides notification of past storage.
Please clarify whether the list provided in Section 7 is intended to provide
notilication of these substances. Please identify the location @BS or FOST)
where the list of substances can be found. Note that the list of substances
should provide quantities stored, where known.

The Navy will provide language to comply with CERCLA 120(h) in the
appropriate transfer documents. Section 6.0 of the draft Parcel A FOST
discusses ttre notice of hazardous substances at Parcel A. Table 5 of the draft
Parcel A FOST presents a list of hazardous substances found at Parcel A.
Section 6.0 and Table 5 of the draft final Parcel A FOST will be updated to
include information presenled in the basewide environmental baseline survey
(EBS), Revision 01, dated May 1, 1998. In addition, Table 6 will be added to the
draft final Parcel A FOST. Table 6 will present a list of hazardous substances
(and estimated quantities) found at Parcel A during a 1997 survey of Navy
tenants. Quantities of hazardous substances were not recorded during previous
surveys of Parcel A. The last sentence of Section 6.0 will be changed for
clarification to state that'No information is available as to the ouantities or
length of time these substances were stored g! Parcel A."

EPA is currently drafting a letter to the Navy that references the Record of
Decision for Parcel A as being the decision document which demonstrates
that the Navy has complied with CERCLA Section 120(hX3). The ROD
documents that all necessary remedial actions have been taken at the site.

The Navy was notified in April 1998 that EPA had changed its position and
would not submit a letter to the Navy designating the Parcel A Record of
Decision (ROD) as the decision document that demonsfrates that the Navy has
complied with CERCLA Section 120(hX3) and has taken all necessary remedial
actions. EPA instead requested revision of Section 3.0 of the draft final Parcel A
FOST to include this concurrence statement'

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM DTSC

Specific Comments

1. Comment: Pase 2. Section 4.0. National Environmental Policy Act 0\ilEPA) Comnliance

This section indicates that a joint Environmental Impact Statement

@IS)/Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is currently being prepared.
When is the anticipated completion date of the EIS/EIR and how will this
affect the transfer?

The draft EIS/EIR was submitted on Novembet 14,1997, and is currently being
revised to incorporate public review comments. The EIS/EIR, which supports
the ftansfer of Parcel A, will be completed before the transfer of Parcel A.

2

Response:



2. Comment:

Response:

3. Comment:

Response:

3. Comment:

Response:

Page 2. Section 5.0. f,nvironmental Baseline SurveL-Findings

Sub-parcels are listed in this section are not shown on the map in Figure 2
nor in the Base-wide Environmental Baseline Survey. This section also
states that sub-parcels have been identified (i.e., N-3A) and that they'can
be categorized as DOD category 1 property." The DTSC has never received
this evaluation and therefore is unable to concur with the findings in this
section.

Figure 2 has been updated to show subparcels N-lA, N-3A, N-17A, and
5-46A. These subparcels are discussed in Chapter 5 of Revision 01 of the final
basewide EBS (see Sections 5.1.I. t2,5.1.1.13, 5.1.1.14, and 5.1.1.15). The
Deparbfrent of Defense Environmental Condition of Properly (ECP) area types
were designated for complete subparcels to suit the City of San Francisco's reuse
plan. The City of San Francisco delineated for the Navy the anticipated shape of
the subparcels for reuse purposes. Table 7-1 of Revision 01 of the final
basewide EBS lists the buildings and IR sites that are located in each subpareel,
as well as the ECP area bpe and classification rationale for each subparcel. The
final basewide EBS was submitted to the regulatory agencies on June 3,1996;
Revision 01 of this document was submitted on May 1, 1998.

Pase 4. Section 5.1.3. Storm Drain and Sanitary Sewer System

Are there any remaining contaminated sediments in the storm drain
system? Is the Navy going to monitor the storm drain system for hazardous
constituents after the transfer?

Sediments in the storm drain system at Parcel A were removed during system
maintenance activities between August 1994 and April 1995. This removal is
documented in the "Parcel A Storm Drain Monitoring Report" dated May 3,
1996. The Navy will not monitor the storm drain system at Parcel A after the
fiansfer of the property.

Pase 6. Section 5.2.2. Lead-Based Paint

The second sentence ofthis section states that "there are no state or local
lead-based paint standards." This sentence should be rewritten because the
State of California Department of Health Services does have puhlished lead-
based paint standards. Also, will these buildings be demolished after the
parcel. has been transferred?

The sentence in Section 5.2.2 that states that there are no state standards for lead-
based paint will be deleted. The Navy will not demolish any buildings at Parcel
A prior to the fiansfer of Parcel A to the City of San Francisco. The City of San
Francisco will be responsible for demolition of any buildings after the transfer of
Parcel A.



4. Comment: Paqe 7. Section 6.0. Notice of Hazardous Substances

The first sentence indicates that the facility was established as an "active'
facility in1974. The word active should be changed to inactive.

Response: The word "active" will be changed to "inactive" in the first sentence of Section
6.0.

5. Comment: Pase 7. Section 7.0. Additional Deed Contents

Please reference the 120(h)(3) letter that indicates that all remedial actions
have been taken and include it as an attachment to this report.

Response: See response to EPA comment 5.

6. Comment: Page 10. Fisure I

Please include all figures that are part of the report.

Response: All figures are included in the draft final Parcel A FOST.

7. Comment: Paee 13. Attachment 1

Please include all attachments that are part of the report.

Response: Attachment 1 to the Parcel A FOST is the legal description of Parcel A and will
be included in the draft final Parcel A FOST.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM SFDPH

1. Comment: We are concerned that there may be lead contamination in the soil
surrounding the structures on Parcel A. IIas the Navy ever investigated the
possibility of lead contamination in the soil surrounding the houses and
other structures?

Response: In 1993, the Navy conducted a lead-based paint and soil survey in Parcel A. The
results of this survey are documented in the August 1993 Tetra Tech report titled
"Lead-Based Paint and Soil Sampling: Parcel 'A' 

Quarters, Hunters Point Naval
Base." This report was sent to the SFDPH on Augustz2,1996. Supplemental
soil sampling for lead-based paint was conducted in 1997. The results of this
supplemental sampling are presented in the March 1998 IT Corporation report
titled "Parcel A Supplemental Soil Lead Sampling Report, Hunters Point
Shipyard, San Francisco, California." The Navy forwarded a copy of this report
to the SFDPH on May 6, 1998.



2. Comment:

Response:

3. Comment:

Response:

We understand, as stated in Section 5.2.2,that the Navy does not intend to
conduct a lead-based paint survey ofthe residential structures on Parcel A
because the City intends to demolish these structures. However, the soil
around the structures, which may have been contaminated by lead painl
will be left in place. The area is intended to be developed into residential
housing and any lead contamination left in the soil could cause health
problems for future residents.

Soil around residential structures on Parcel A was sampled during two lead-
based paint surveys described in the 1993 Tefia Tech report and the 1998 IT
Corporation report (see response to SFDPH comment 1 above). The surveys
were designed according to the guidelines provided in Part II of the Federal
Register, Jwre 29, 1992, referred to as the Department of Housing and Urban
Development GITJD) Nofice of Funding Availability document (NOFA). The
results of the two sfudies demonstate that the average lead concentration in soil
surrounding residential structures on Parcel A is 215 milligrams per kilogram
(mg&g), which is less than the EPA Region IX preliminary remediation goal
(PRG) for residential soil of 400 mg/kg.

ln addition, the average lead concentration of 215 mg/kg for soil at Parcel A is
less than the residential cleanup goal derived for Parcel B of 221mglkg; the
development of the 22L mgkgcleanup goal is described in detail in the response
to SFDPH November 1996 comment #1 shown below. Because the average
Farcel A lead concentration of 215 mg/kg is below the PRG and the Parcel B
cleanup goal, the Navy concludes that lead in soil at Parcel A does not pose a
health risk to future residents on Parcel A. EPA reviewed the results of the lead-
based paint surveys and concurred that the levels of lead in soil at Parcel A are
protective of human health and require no further action; this concurrence was
documented in a letter to the Navy dated April 27,1'998.

We are aware that some lead soil tests were conducted as part of the Site
Investigation and Remedial Investigation work on Parcel A. However, we
were unable to find any evidence that a comprehensive lead testing program
was conducted for the soil around the structures on Parcel A. Please
provide us with any information you may have about lead soil testing
around the structures or an explanation why lead soil testing was not
conducted.

Resulrc of all soil sampling and analyses conducted during the SI and remedial
investigation (RI) of Parcel A are reported in the PRC Environmental
Management, Inc. (PRC), documents "Draft Final Parcel A SI Report" and
"Parcel A R[ Report," published in October 1993 and September 1995,
respectively. These reports have been reviewed by the regulatory agencies,
which concur that soil sampling conducted during the SI and RI adequately
characteized the nature and extent of lead and other contaminants at Parcel A.



In addition to soil sampling conducted during the SI and R[, soil around
residential stuctures on Parcel A was sampled during the two lead-based paint
surveys described in the 1993 Teta Tech report and the 1998 IT Corporation
report (see response to SFDPH comment 1 above). As described in the response
to SFDPH comment 2 above, the results of these surveys demonstrate that levels
of lead in soil at Parcel A do not pose a health risk to future residents.

RESPONSE TO SFDPE LETTER DATED NOVEMBER 14, 1996, REGARDING THE REPORT
TITLED,.LEAD.BASED PAINT AI\D SOIL SAMPLING: PARCEL .A' QUARTERS,

1. Comment: Our primary concern is that eight of thirty-four sample results exceed the
Navy's human health risk assessment screening value for future residential
areas. This screening value of 221ppm lead is currently being used for
Parcels B through F. Since Parcel A is the one area of the Shipyard
dedicated to residential development, it should meet the criteria for the most
protective human health risk assessment levels for residential areas, in this
iarser22l ppm lead. Explain how the results that are above 221 ppm are
protective of human health or are not of concern.

The lead soil data used to prepare the Parcel A human health risk assessment
were screened against the 1995 EPA Region D( PRG for residential soil of 400
mg/kg. This PRG was calculated using EPA's 1994 Integrate Exposure Uptake
Biokinetic Model (IEUBK Model) and addresses potential exposure to lead
from the following pathways: dermal contact with soil; inhalation of dust; and
ingestion of soil and drinking water. Based on the results of the Parcel A
human health risk assessment and the R[, a no-action ROD was signed in
November 1995 for Parcel A.

In 1996, the health-based cleanup goal for lead at Parcel B was developed using
the EPA's IEUBK Model. For Parcel B, human health exposure pathways
evaluated using the IEUBK Model consisted of dermal contact wjth soil;
inhalation of dust; and ingestion of soil and drinking water. In addition,
exposure to lead through the ingestion of homegrown produce was also evaluated
during the Parcel B risk assessment at the request of HPS community members.
The health-based cleanup goal for lead in soil at Parcel B calculated using the
IEUBKModel is22Imgkg.

In early 1997, while reviewing the draft FOST for Parcel A, the Base
Realignment and Closure Cleanup Team (BCT) discussed potential CERCLA
releases from lead-based paint sources on Parcel A. The BCT was informed that
in 1993, the Navy's compliance group had contracted out a lead-based paint
survey for Parcel A. The results of this survey were shared with the BCT and are
reported in the 1993 Teha Tech document "Lead-Based Paint and Soil Sampling:
Parcel 'A' 

Quarters, Hunters PointNaval Base." The survey was conducted
throughout the former housing units and around the water tank at Parcel A. With
the exception of two samples, lead levels in the soil samples were well below the
EPA Region IX PRG of 400 mg/kg. The samples showing elevated lead levels
were collected at the water tank and at former housing unit R-105.

Response:



J Comment:

In 1997, at EPA's requesl the Navy agreed to resample these two areas. During
the 1997 supplemental sampling event, high lead levels were not duplicated at
residence R-105, and the average concentation of lead in the soil at the water
tank was approximately one-tenth of the concentration reported for the water
tank in 1993; these results are reported in the 1998 IT Corporation report titled
"Parcel A Supplemental Soil Lead Sampling Report, Hunters Point Shipyard,
San Francisco, California." The high concenhations of lead measured at the
water tank and residence R-105 during the 1993 Teta Tech survey may have
been due to paint chips collected with the soil samples.

At the completion of the 1997 resampling even! the BCT reviewed all of the
lead-based paint data for Parcel A (from both the 1993 and 1997 sampling
events) and evaluated it with respect to the 221mglkg cleanup goal calculated
for lead in the Parcel B RI. Although the22I mgikg lead cleanup goal had been
calculated for Parcel B, EPA believed it was reasonable to use it to screen the
Parcel A lead-based paint soil data, given that the proposed reuse for Parcel A is
residential housing, which could include gardening and exposures to
contaminants through homegrown produce.

Based on results from the soil samples collected during the 1997 sampling event,
the average lead concentration near R-105 was 210 mglkg, and the average lead
concenftation near the water tank was 287 mgkg, only slightly above the22L
mg/kg level. EPA informed the Navy that it does not view the 221mgkgParcel
B cleanup goal as a "bright line" cleanup level and does not regard the small
percentage of soil samples on Parcel A exceeding the 22I mglkg for lead as a
threat to human health. The average lead level in soils across Parcel A derived
from both the 1993 and 1997 sampling events is 215 mg/kg. Therefore, given the
data from both sampling events, the average value of lead in soil across Parcel A
is protective and will not pose a risk to human health.

Because the average concentation of lead in soil across Parcel A is generally
below the 221mglkg cleanup goal, the Navy believes that lead in soil at Parcel A
does not pose a risk to human health and that no further action is required to
protect human health. EPA concurred with this position in a letter to the Navy
dated April 27,1998.

The sampling objectives and sampling design were not clearly defined.
There appears to be no linking of sample locations with possible sources and
no explanation given of why samples were taken in certain areas. There
should have been more emphasis on characterization of building perimeters
and other possible source areas. Composite samples from these source areas
would have given a better overall picture of the lead in soil, rather than the
few randomly placed discrete samples shown in the report. Please explain
how the sampling locations and types of samples provide a characterization
of the soil around the housing areas.

The objective of the 1993 Tefta Tech report titled "Lead-Based Paint and Soil
Sampling: Parcel 'A' 

Quarters" was to present the results of a lead-based paint
and soil survey for the housing unig located in Parcel A. The survey was
designed according to the guidelines provided by the HUD NOFA. The HUD
NOFA guidelines apply to currently occupied housing units; since the Parcel A

Response:



3. Comment:

Response:

residential units have not been occupied since the 1970s and are not likely to be
reoccupied, the suney concentated on soil surrounding the housing units and
exterior painted surfaces. As stated in the survey report, the areas selected for
surv€y were chosen to reflect the highest lead concentrations for the particular
sgrveyed area; therefore, housing areas that showed visible paint cracks or paint
peeling and that might be a source of lead were surveyed.

The Navy disagrees that composited samples would have provided a better
overall picture of the lead in soil, although one composited sample was taken
from the area surounding the water tank at Parcel A during both the 1993 and
1997 soil sampling events. The Navy believes that lead in soil at Parcel A was
adequately characterized during the 1993 and 1997 soil sampling events.
Because the average concenfration of lead in soil across Parcel A is below the
221mgkgcleanup goal, the Navy believes that lead does not pose a risk to
human health at Parcel A. As previously stated, EPA concurred with this
position.

The sampling analyses were also cause for concern because of the small
number of lab verified results. The XRF method for screening soil can
result in a high level of deviation in the results. We also feel that the
elevated result of 21700 ppm was probably not '(erroneous" as stated in your
letter, but reflects the range of results that can be found in soil in locations
where lead-based paint was used.

Supplemental soil sampling for lead-based paint was conducted in 1997 to
address these concerns. Soil samples were collected at residence R-105, which
was the location of the elevated result of 2,700 mg/kg (not R-103, which was a
typographical error in Table 2 of the 1993 Tetra Tech report), as well as at the
*ater t"nt area. Leadconcenfrations in the soil samples collected at residence
R-105 confirm the original XRF values reported in the 1993 survey and
demonstrate that the analytical result of 2,700 mg/kg was an elroneous value,
which was likely the result of paint chips collected with the soil sample. Based
on soil sampling data from the 1997 lead-based paint survey, the average lead
concentration in the vicinity of residence R-105 is 210 mg/kg, and the average
lead concentration in the water tank area is 287 mg/kg. The results of both the
1993 and 1997 surveys indicate that the average lead concentration in soil across
Parcel A is 215 mglkg, which is below the Parcel B residential cleanup goal of
22I mgkg. Therefore, the Navy believes that lead in soil at Parcel A does not
pose a risk to human health; EPA concurred with this position in a letter to the
Navy dated April 27, 1998.
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Partial NPL Site Deletion
Data Collection Form

General Form Instructions

The Partial NPL Site Deletion Data Collection Form is designed to standardize pirtial site
deletion information for input into the Superfund NPL Assessment Program (SNAP) data base.
This data base serves as a rcpository for general information about NPL sites and is used to
respond to queries about NPL sites from a variety of sourccs including the gencral public, the
media, other govcrnment agencies, and members of C.ongrcss. The primary source marcrials for
completing this form arc the Notice of Intent for Partial Deletion (NOD), site information
supporting the decision to delcte this portion of the site, and elcctronic locational data.
Requirements for submining electronic locational data arc included in EPA's l-ocational fiata
Policy.

As you comptete the Panial NPL Site Detetion Data Collection Form, keep the following points
in mind.

> Please complete the form in ink, and print legibly.

r Use the most currcnt level of information available (e.g., Rl-level information has priority
over HRS package-tevel information).

) Try to use the tisted rcsponse options when answering a question, and use "unknown" and
"other" responses only when absolutely necessary. If, however, the available response
options for a question are not adequate to accurately describe the site, use the "other"
response and provide a brief explanation in the space provided.

' Use the margins to explain rcsponses that do not match listed rcsponse options or to
provide. cl arifying information.

Please respond to allquestions with the answsr that you bclieve bcst represents thc sitc
conditions, given the information available at the time the NOID is prcpared. Do zor skip
questions except wherc spccifically directcd to do so.

Information and D?t Requirements for Partid Deletions

The State, Tribd, and Site Identification Center (Centcr) has distributed proccdurcs on how to
document partid site deletions. The data requircments arc cleady outlined in those proccdures,
but also rciterated here.

The Regions are required to submit a NOID. This documenration provides useful information
lated to the site boundary and characteristics if coordinate information is deficient in the

electronic version.

lacey
I .,'

lacey

lacey

lacey



Pege t

. t '

'Site 
Name:

1. Basic ldentitying Information

Name Givcn to Deleted Ponion of thc Site:

t . t

t .2

1.3

Name of Pcrson(s) Comple ung roffi:' C,l *i ro b, 7 Fo'-, ba<lon e'
Affiliation (ager,cylcomputy): f f i r o a z'/ 6?D
PhoneNumbcnM

Phone rs)ttv- t+t t

BRIEF PARTIAL DELETION NARRATIVE. hovide a brief narrative describing the location and
cxtent of the release to be deletcd. lnclude a discussion of thc locational dau and method(s) used to
delineate the deleted release. Attach additional pages if nccessary.

This proposal for partial deletion pertains to Parcel A, a portion the Treasure Island Naval

Station - Hunters Point Annex, also known as the Hunters Point Naval Shipyard Superfund site

GPS). Parcel A consists of the upland areas of the Hunters Point Naval Shipyard Superfund

site (HPS) and afraction of the lowlands. ParcelA covers approximately 88 acres. It is

bounded by the other portions of HPS and the Bayview-Hunters Point district of San Francisco.

Parcel A boundaries extend up to Crisp St. and across Spear Ave. to the south, up to Griffith

St. to the west, and up to Fisher Ave. and across Robinson St. and Galvez Ave. to the'east. On

the north, the Bayview-Hunters Point district of San Francisco is delineated from HPS by a

fence. The proposed partial deletion pertains only to Parcel A of the HPS site and does not

include Parcels B, C, D, E and F. Parcels B, C, D, E and F will remain on the NPL, and

cleanup activities will continue at these parcels. A GIS map and the exact coordinates that

define the Parcel A partial deletion are contained in the NPL deletion docket.

sireNamc(asenrcrcdinCERCUST: fieaSr*e zs:AND trtAvat s-'rAtrau, HuatreRs furxtr
*N N€'X

cERcus IDNumbcr: Q 0. t I 7, A I 3 Q Q Aa

l{PL Sitc Loiation: City: Sanfu*:iiSco
County : ;54euF-El3.lh9 I sco

Sratc:-.1(41!-
Zp Code: qq t aq'?qq b

1.4

t .5

1.6

Is this the firsr, sccond. third, etc. parrial deletion ar the sire? (Enter rhe deletion numbcr): Fi,5f

Name of Person(s) Completing Elcctronic Locational Oaa, K evin H o A S*a-l/e, r/ Ct*,ry l
Afiiliarion(agcncy/compnul:W us epA Regio6 q, rnD-ta

lbokyt .7

r .8

o
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o
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lacey

lacey

lacey
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Site Nrgre: Pege 2

1.9 PARTY REOUESTING DELETION. Which party.orpartics re4uestcd thc partial detedon (chcck
ellthat apply):

Devclopcr
Propcrty Owner/Opcraror
City/}{unicipatity
Statc
Citizcn group
Other lntercst group
lndividual
EPA
Other Fcderal program (spccify)
Othcr (spccify)
Unknown

REASON FOR PABTIAL DELETION.
(chcck dl that apply):

Which laason or rsasons best justi$ thc partial deleuon

Contamination not found
Cleancd up
Dcfencd to RCRA
Defencd to othcr Agency (specifyl
Inconcctly includcd in sire boundaries
Othcr (specify)

tr
tr
d
tr
B
tr
cr
tr
tr
tr
rl

tr
d
tr
tr
tr
tr

t . r 0

) ' '

Partial Deletion Package Contents

2.1 Which of the following itcms has bccn provilcd in rhe partial delerion packagc?

Electronic Hard Copy
V tr/, Noricc of lntcnr ro Delcrc (NOID)
V € Uapof the entire sirc and delercdponion (scale includcd)

22 Which locationat dau ficlds havc bccn providcd in both elecoonic and prinrout form? (Chcck onty the
fretds thar apply) -(<":-+"-c*l;-(, txf) 6n-

Electronic
tr
tr
tr
tr
tr
tr
tr
tr
tr
tr
tr
tr
B
tr
tr
tr
tr
tr

-Priotout

tr
tr
tr
E
tr
tr
tr
tr
CI
tr
tr
u
tr
tr
D
tr
tr
tr

dJtnk-t<a,tlt-,-<-getL,!a €pn f+a d/ 6lS r/q a* c.'l/z-.

hojection of dau 
A*"t Ff h 4L7a q1/at-/12-ctte{4.bfr4'rt , )

Units of mcasurc
Projection spheroid
hojection zone (i.e., UTM I I or Sratc Plane Zone I l0l Marytand past)
Horizontal Datum
,$hifi rshift
Souce
Sourcc Scalc
Point-Une-Arca
Mcthod of collection
Dcscriptioo rnd stnrcuue of data urd ury aribua inforoation
Accurrcy valrc and unit
Xmin, Ymin, )(max, Ymar of dau layer
Prpcision ofdau
Sourcc projcction
Sourcc uoits of measure
Sourcc projcction sphuoi d
Sourcc horizonra! datusr

Pertid NPL Sia Dclction Data Collection Foro

lacey

lacey

lacey

lacey

lacey

lacey



Site Name: Pege 3

2.3 In what format(s) ucrc lhe partid dclction etccroniifiles submincd? (Check all rhar apply.)

d ARC/IMO narive orcxporr (.E00)
tr ArcVew shape files
B Maplnfo nuive Map Info Inrerchangc Formar (MIF)
tr Maplnfo Boundary lnrerchange (l"tBI)
tr Maplnfo Map Inrcrchange (MMI)
tr GIS+ nativc
tr AUIoCADD)(F
B ASCtr delimitcd file (include dau suucturc and formar for rc-crcation)

2.4 NPL SITE COORDTNATES. Coordinates of the entirc sirc st outC be providcd in rhe form of
polygons, suning with thc nonhern-most coordinatc urd moving clockwise (in degrees. minures.
scconds. urd thousandths of scconds):

fl" fr t z.3o L. Nonh r.airude I 4' 4 522 5-5-' wesr r,ongirude

31. 'J3'30.9-LL. Norrl Latirudc

?a" !2, 23.-A9L. Nonh tariode l2Z" 21,38t !.A!_. Wcsr Lnngirudc

1at 3j, 822.5- Nonh t:drudc / zZ" 4 8. !Lt. lvcsr tangirud c

?a. E, X7 _6. b-8-, Norrh r,atitude IZZZ 2Q / L. wesr r.ongirude

?J' fr' tfJ -6,7-' Norrh r-ari ru de | 22" 2 A3 -8. Z" Wesr tongitude

?a" Ij' 17.-!- + 1-' North L:titude I Z" ? !!.fL.l, tvcsr rongirudc
lf thousanlths of scconds are unknown, use '0" as a default valuc. If neccssary, nler to Apperdix E
of EPA's I99l PA guidance document lor directiorzs on how to dctcrmine 

"oorii*iti.
2'5 DELETED PORTION COORDINATES. Coordinates of the deteted ponion of rhe sitc shoutd bc

provided in the form of potygons. starting with the northern-most coordinatc urd moving clockwise (in
degrees, minutes, scconds, and thouandths of scconds):

3a"q .\,fl.!a 3. Norrh r,atitude I 2", lS.E7 L" wcsr tongitude

| 2L" 2 l, t-t-._{E_L. wcsr t ongirude3-7 .!L,'t | .g,LL. Norrh l-atirude

l.

2.

3 .

4.

5 .

6.

7 .

t .

2.

3.

4.

5. 3LB!?- !- 9-A-. Nonh t atitude / 4.nOn/ 6'wesr Loagitudc
6. 3J.'8,6:Jq 7-Norrh r,.aritudc122.22:27 .322' wcsr longitudc

7-7 '13 V3..-Qet. Norrh btitud e / 2 Z .?l: SSZaf . wot tongitude

fl.'13.Y.-A.{ Z.Norrrrr-atitud e 122 .Z g-Jlz.wcsr,angitudb

7. 3J'fr&!-/;A'North Lstitud 
" 

/4.22 !JL11., $,csr r,ongitude
If thousandtlu of sccords arc lllltb.own, use'0" as a delauk valuc. Ilnecessary, reler n Appetdix E
of EPA's I99l PA guidance documcntlor directions on how to dcrcrmine cooiir-tcs.

2'6 What mc0rod was uscd to identify the NPL sirc and delcted portion coordinates?

AU,TO CftD FIL6 CONVSRT€D rO s . E D 1ru D rtND

o
LoNGITUD€ tuFo. To pot,r,o* t,r" ^ND DAETED pay-rq6n1 .

Pertid NPL Site Dctcdon Date CoUection Foro
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Site Neme: Pegc 4

d ::t:.,. this Form was compre rca, t | /zf ?6rmn/dd/ry)

3.2 Dare Partial DsteticaProposcd inEt' I L/ QB (mn/dd/ly)

3.3 Date Partial Deletion Finatizrd inFR, T B D- (mn/dd/fry)

).

Pertid NPL Site Dcletiou Date Collection Foru
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Hunters Point Shi
Parcel A Partial

d

ln*
St

M ParcelA
ffi Shipyard
ffiffi San Francisco

A
N

Condlnc rourcc: GA Strtc lrndr Comrdrlon.
!9e+, *n*Oftom l:24{XXl.ccalctnndt. 

- - '
See dlgltal tc,( for ddtlonal rourcci.

5m 0 500 1000rc
Foot

Scale 1:i20fl) 9EPA
Rc0ion I GIS Center
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esl;nuu"ll#;-UNIIED SIAIES ENVIRONMEMAT PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION X

75 Howthone Sheel
Sqn Flonclsco, CA 94105

SFUIJD RECOROS CTR
3033-90r80

DD 23

November 25,1,998

MEMORANDUM

FROM: Claire Trombadore

TO: File

SUBJECT:Hunter's Point Partial Deletion of parcel A close out Report

On June 29,1998I received a telephone message from Raphael Gonzales, EpA He (703) 603.
8892, stating that the No-Action ROD for Partial A is the equivalent of a Close-Oui nepon fo,.
purposes of Partial Deletion.
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